Freedom and not servitude is the cure of anarchy; as religion, and not atheism, is the true 
remedy for superstition. 


-- EDMUND BURKE (1775) 


'Tis our true policy to steer clear of permanent alliances, with any portion of the foreign 
world. 
-- GEORGE WASHINGTON Farewell Address (1796) 


I always consider the settlement of America with reverence and wonder, as the opening 
of a grand scene and design in providence, for the illumination of the ignorant and the 
emancipation of the slavish part of mankind all over the earth. 

-- JOHN ADAMS (1765) 


Give me a young man in whom there is something of the old, and an old man with 
something of the young: guided so, a man may grow old in body, but never in mind. 
-- CICERO 


Caesar had his Brutus; Charles the First his Cromwell; and George the Third ["Treason !" 
cried the Speaker] -- may profit by their example. If this be treason, make the most of it. 
-- PATRICK HENRY (1765) 


Society in every state is a blessing, but Government, even in its best state, is but a 
necessary evil; in its worst state, an intolerable one. 
-- THOMAS PAINE Common Sense (1776) 


The God who gave us life, gave us liberty at the same time. 
-- THOMAS JEFFERSON (1774) 


I believe there are more instances of the abridgement of the freedom of the people by 
gradual and silent encroachments of those in power than by violent and sudden usurpations. 
-- JAMES MADISON (1788) 


We are now forming a republican government. Real liberty is neither found in despotism 
or the extremes of democracy, but in moderate governments. 
-- ALEXANDER HAMILTON (1787) 


The brave man inattentive to his duty, is worth little more to his country, than the coward 
who deserts her in the hour of danger. 
-- ANDREW JACKSON (1815) 
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A power has risen up in the government greater than the people themselves, consisting of 
many and various and powerful interests, combined into one mass, and held together by the 
cohesive power of the vast surplus in the banks. 

-- JOHN CALHOUN (1836) 


God grants liberty only to those who love it, and are always ready to guard and defend it. 
-- DANIEL WEBSTER (1834) 


The worth of a state, in the long run, is the worth of the individuals composing it. 
-- JOHN STUART MILL (1859) 


Books are the treasured wealth of the world and the fit inheritance of generations and 
nations ..... Their authors are a natural and irresistible aristocracy in every society, and, more 
than kings or emperors, exert an influence on mankind. 

-- HENRY DAVID THOREAU (1854) 


Your every voter, as surely as your chief magistrate, exercises a public trust. 
-- GROVER CLEVELAND Inaugural Address (1885) 


There is no substitute for hard work. 
-- THOMAS EDISON (1932) 


Take calculated risks. That is quite different from being rash. 
-- GEN. GEORGE PATTON (1944) 


The unfailing formula for production of morale is patriotism, self-respect, discipline, and 
self-confidence within a military unit, joined with fair treatment and merited appreciation from 
without ..... It will quickly wither and die if soldiers come to believe themselves the victims of 
indifference or injustice on the part of their government, or of ignorance, personal ambition, or 
ineptitude on the part of their military leaders. 

-- GEN. DOUGLAS MACARTHUR (1933) 


FRONT PAGE "Counciling™ Mr. 


Clinton 


William F. Jasper 
The CFR offers its advice to the new President 


What's this? The Winter 1992/93 issue of a publication called Foreign Affairs devoted to 
"Advice for President Clinton"? Many there must have been who pulled the journal off the rack 
and hurriedly thumbed the pages in excited anticipation of sizzling recommendations to our 
amorous new President on the latest in extramarital adventures in exotic locales. Imagine the 
letdown. 

No photo spreads of Oxford lasses in scanty attire with come-hither looks. No 
bikini-clad, buxom bimbos frolicking on tropical island strands. No intercontinental guide to 
adulterous dalliances. No Gennifer Flowers centerfold. Not even an F. Lee Bailey column on the 
pitfalls of, and legal defenses against, presidential palimony and patrimony suits. 

No, Foreign Affairs is not that kind of publication. The pages inside its somber-looking 
grey cover are filled not with juicy gossip on the latest sex scandals of the international jet set, 
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but with dull political and economic analyses. Foreign Affairs is the eminently respectable voice 
of the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), a group described by historian Arthur Schlesinger Jr. 
(a long-time member of the CFR himself) as a "front organization" for "the heart of the 
American Establishment." 

An Invisible Government 

Constitutional scholar and former FBI man Dan Smoot has been less vague in describing 
the Council's role in American power politics. In his path-breaking 1962 book, The Inivisible 
Government Smoot charged that "the Council on Foreign Relations, together with a great 
number of other associated tax-exempt organizations, constitutes the invisible government which 
sets the major policies of the federal government; exercises controlling influence on government 
officials who implement the policies; and, through massive and skillful propaganda, influences 
Congress and the public to support the policies." 

Although presented as "Advice for President Clinton," the articles are directed not only to 
the man from Arkansas. but also to the man on the street. Or, more precisely, since the "man on 
the street" doesn't read Foreign Affairs (most have never seen or heard of it) we should say it is 
directed at the Establishment's arbiters of "politically correct" thought in the media and academe 
who determine what the man on the street does read. It is an early salvo of the "massive and 
skillful propaganda" Smoot referred to that is aimed at influencing "Congress and the public to 
support the policies" of the CFR camarilla. It represents the CFR Establishment's "party line" 
that will find ready support and repeated expression in the CFR dominated major media and the 
CFR dominated leadership of both major political parties. This CFR party line will then filter 
down through the regional and local media and through Republican and Democratic ranks, 
forming, ultimately, a public "consensus" in support of CFR policies. 

One need not read far in Foreign Affairs' advice issue to detect that it is but more of the 
same internationalist, one world propaganda that has filled the journal's pages for the past seven 
decades. As always, the push is for an ever-expanding, more centralized, more powerful, more 
intrusive, and more costly federal government. Concomitantly, all the arguments run in favor of 
an ever-expanding, more centralized, more powerful, more intrusive, and more costly United 
Nations. 

"Tough Choices" for President 

Leon V. Sigal leads off this effort in the opening article, "The Last Cold War Election." 
A member of the Council on Foreign Relations as well as a member of the editorial board of the 
New York Times, Sigal admonishes Clinton because he "has not prepared the electorate for the 
tough choices he will have to make once he begins to govern. President-elect Clinton's campaign 
statements muffled the obvious -- that paying for domestic reconstruction will require sacrifice, 
both in the form of higher taxes and fewer defense jobs." As with virtually all the authors who 
follow him, it is a given that domestic spending (now called "investment") must continue to soar, 
absorbing an ever-larger share of the defense budget and new taxes to boot. 

"The fundamentally transformed international environment offers the [Clinton] 
administration unprecedented opportunity to reduce America's armed forces, restructure roles 
and missions, downsize the defense-industrial base and revamp the way the Pentagon 
modernizes its weapons," writes Sigal. Moreover, "the sooner Clinton decides to shrink the Base 
Force and the defense budget, the better." Yes, the better to fund all the pet socialist programs 
that Sigal and his fellow Timesmen and CFR cronies have been championing. Like bankrolling 
Boris Yeltsin's Russia and the other socialist regimes of the Soviet empire that are now going 
through the pretense of converting to "market" economies. 
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On that score, Sigal remonstrates Mr. Bush for failing "by and large to assist eastern 
Europe and the Soviet Union in their perilous transitions." And he praises "Candidate Clinton" 
because during the campaign "he found the words to sell the idea of foreign aid to a skeptical 
American electorate." 

Sigal chides the new President for being less than forthright about the central thrust of his 
economic package. "Unable to bring himself to say 'industrial policy," notes Sigal, "Clinton used 
trade issues to shore up his case for a 'comprehensive national strategy' to promote economic 
growth. The phrase necessarily implied substantial state intervention in the economy." Indeed, 
like "industrial policy" it amounts to economic fascism. Since too many voters were getting wise 
to the industrial policy scheme, Team Clinton came up with a fresh label for the same economic 
poison. 

Unfortunately, the Times refrained from pointing out this deception before the election, 
when it might have done the voters some good. 

Economic Agenda 

At first glance, Jeffrey E. Garten's (CFR) article, "The 100-Day Economic Agenda," 
seems strangely out of place; much of it is sound, sensible advice. 

"Clinton's immediate priorities," says Garten, "should be both offensive and defensive, 
and defined in terms that are crystal clear: to attack the cancerous budget deficit and 
simultaneously calm the financial markets." Bravo! 

"If Clinton had been soft on fiscal restraint during the campaign," Garten continues, "he 
may well be tempted now to postpone tough budget-balancing measures in favor of an 
immediate stimulus to the economy. This would be a big mistake." Double bravo! 

"[T]here is only one course that the new president must follow unambiguously: he must 
emerge as a tough fiscal conservative right away." Triple bravo! 

"Before January, therefore, Clinton should call for a combination of spending caps and 
cuts, and tax increases -- the only realistic approach to the deficit. He should call for a freeze on 
total spending outside of entitlements and interest on the national debt." Hmm. Our enthusiasm 
begins to wane; this sounds vaguely familiar. 

But before our suspicions concerning his tax and spending advice can be confirmed, 
Garten tosses some wonderful bouquets on regulatory relief our way. "To produce new jobs right 
away," he asserts, "the new administration's best bet will be to give a massive boost to small 
businesses and to new start-ups -- the sector that has become the major engine for job creation in 
America." Okay, that's a start at getting back on track. But how? 

"What Clinton needs to do now is to announce that stimulating small businesses is one of 
his most immediate priorities. Aside from proposing tax breaks, he should consider special 
incentives for banks to extend credit to small business and a significant reduction in regulatory 
red tape." Music to the ears of every businessman. The symphony continues: "It is also critically 
important to ensure that small businesses are not weighed down by new taxes for health care, nor 
should they be hamstrung by new environmental regulations." 

Unfortunately, the ear-pleasing generalities about fiscal restraint and regulatory relief 
crash in discord with specific proposals of Garten and his Foreign Affairs colleagues. As we've 
already seen above, he's exempted entitlements -- the biggest threat to our fiscal ship of state -- 
from the budget axe. And, apparently, the only spending he can find to eliminate or drastically 
reduce is in -- you guessed it -- the defense budget. 

Garten finds no fault with new Clinton spending proposals, like his federal job-training 
programs. "There is no free lunch, however," remarks Garten, "and the funds to finance training 
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programs will have to come at the expense of other existing programs, most likely the defense 
budget." 

And new taxes. The new President, we are told, "should call for a tax on gasoline 
consumption -- perhaps as a carbon/environment tax...." Ah yes, the 
gasoline/carbon/environment tax so beloved of late. It fits. Garten, a member of the CFR, is 
senior adviser to the Blackstone Group, the New York investment firm whose chairman, Peter G. 
Peterson, is also chairman of the CFR. The gasoline tax is an economic panacea favored by 
Peterson and is the centerpiece of the agenda for his new "citizens lobby," the Concord Coalition. 

Like Peterson and all the CFR elite, Garten is big on "interdependence." The new team 
"will have to think about domestic policies in a truly global context. It will have to recognize that 
America cannot solve its problems in the face of policies in Europe and Japan that are not 
moving in sync with ours. It will have to find new ways to bring domestic and foreign 
considerations together ..... All this will constitute a sea change in economic and foreign 
policy." And it will also constitute a major step forward in the CFR/Trilateral Commission game 
plan of so intertwining the economies of the U.S., Japan, and Western Europe that they can 
eventually be merged. 

Garten urges Clinton to send emissaries immediately to Tokyo and Bonn to meet with 
central bankers and top government officials. The mission would also "propose an early summit 
of the Group of Seven leading industrial nations" to be held within the new Administration's first 
100 days. 

"On economic growth," Garten advises, "them is a crying need for coordinated 
stimulation by America, Germany and Japan. Tokyo's August 1992 announcement for vastly 
enhanced public spending was a start." There "should be no illusion as to exactly what is entailed 
here -- it is not just coordination of foreign policy but the construction of complex domestic 
packages compatible with one another," says Garten. "Short of asking governments to send their 
soldiers into combat, this is the tallest order imaginable." Indeed, an order totally at odds with the 
"market" prescriptions he pretends to favor. 

President Clinton can help persuade Japan and Germany to cooperate along these lines, 
Garten suggests, by supporting their bids to be seated as permanent members of the UN Security 
Council. He can also support Bonn's aid program to Eastern Europe by bringing "more pressure 
for assistance from international financial institutions such as the World Bank; 
country-by-country reviews of debt relief possibilities; technical assistance; temporary trade 
concessions to speed economic development." 

On trade issues the Blackstone adviser urges strong support for GATT (the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade). "America would like to see it turned from a weak and 
ineffectual bureaucracy into an organization with real enforcement powers." he states as if 
ordained to speak for the entire nation. And Bush's North American Free Trade Agreement? 
"The Clinton team should move quickly to get the agreement ratified." 

"An Industrial Ecosystem" 

Fascism disguised as "free market" economics comes into full flower in "Fueling a 
Competitive Economy," by Joseph J. Romm and Amory B. Lovins, both rabid eco-fanatics 
operating out of the Rocky Mountain Institute in Snowmass, Colorado. Lovins, a former British 
representative of Friends of the Earth and a leading neo-Luddite alarmist. has appeared in these 
pages before, spreading the same disinformation, quack science, and de-industrialization 
propaganda. 

The Romm-Lovins team starts off by proposing "a coherent American approach to 
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national and global security" which, they assure us, is "not centrally planned but 
market-oriented." Then, in the next breath, they call for a national energy policy. In fact, since 
"energy policy does not work in isolation," they propose a comprehensive national 
energy-economic-environmental-military policy. Here are their own words: "Only in 
combination with farsighted economic, environmental and military policies can it [energy policy] 
help secure America's global position for the 21st century. Taken together, those interconnected 
policies constitute a new and comprehensive approach to U.S. security, defined in the broad 
sense of sustaining and improving the quality of life of Americans." 

This involves applying national industrial policy on a much Brander scale than usually 
envisioned. to create what Romm and Lovins call an "industrial ecosystem." Dr. Petr Beckmann, 
professor emeritus of electrical engineering at the University of Colorado and publisher of 
Access to Energy, has debunked Lovins' "science" many times in the past and exposed his "free 
market" false flag as well. "This is more of the same old Lovins tricks," Dr. Beckmann told THE 
NEW AMERICAN. The duo is employing ridiculous assumptions, half-truths, cleverly selected 
statistics, and outright fraudulent "facts" to push the same old statist program, said Beckmann. 
"And Lovins is still using 'market' rhetoric, but everything he proposes stinks of government 
coercion." 

Romm and Lovins, for instance, would use tax and regulatory policies to encourage 
"efficient transportation technologies and systems." They are especially hot on the "impending 
‘supercar’ revolution" and cite GM's prototype carbon-fiber "ultralite" car, which "can carry four 
adults coast to coast on 29 gallons of gasoline," as the kind of automobile that the government 
should favor with "policy innovations." Which means pricing current auto technology off the 
market with prohibitive tees and regulations. "What they are really advocating is taking away the 
freedom of American consumers to choose a car based not just on gasoline mileage performance, 
but on safely, size, comfort, adequate power to pass, climb hills. carry a normal load, etc.," says 
Beckmann. "The fact is most consumers do not want these little, flimsy things that blow off the 
road, disintegrate on impact, and lack so many common features that people desire in a car." 

The Lovins-Romm dynamic duo would likewise force nuclear and coal power plants out 
of the market by factoring in the "substantial social costs" of electric generation such as acid rain, 
climatic change, and urban smog. Through this strategy, states can "shift utility investments 
toward efficiency and cleaner renewable sources like wind and solar energy." The phony science 
put forward for this scheme was thoroughly refuted by Dr. Beckmann in his booklet Why "Soft" 
Technology Will Not Be America's Energy Salvation. His facts and conclusions presented 
therein are as true today as Lovins' are false. 

Lovins and Romm jump from one fraud to another. They must bring up the frightful 
spectre of "global warming," of course. "By the middle of the next century heat-trapping 
'greenhouse' gases are expected to be twice pre-industrial levels, raising the Earth's average 
temperature by one to five Celsius degrees over the next 100 years with potentially grave 
consequences," they warn. And stratospheric ozone depletion "has already exceeded worst-case 
fears." Never mind that these hoaxes have been thoroughly exposed by some of the world's 
leading scientists (see NEW AMERICAN for June 1, 1992). 

The Romm-Lovins-CFR solution: more taxes and regulations, of course. But not to 
worry, for as they point out, "most U.S. businesses and consumers will benefit greatly" from 
stricter environmental regulation. Moreover, "Environmental taxes can also be a powerful tool to 
improve market efficiency." And a "carbon tax on all fossil fuels could encourage efficiency and 
fund conversion to benign alternatives." The most wondrous benefit of their plan, however, is 
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that "these policies would create millions of high-paying jobs in research and development, 
education and job training." 
Population Control 

In "The Population Threat," Michael S. Teitelbaum (CFR) of the Alfred P. Sloan 
Foundation is confident that "With Bill Clinton as president, we can expect waning influence for 
the fringe groups that have been allowed to control population issues for the past decade." And 
he hopes Clinton will honor the campaign promise to "restore U.S. funding for the United 
Nations population stabilization efforts." 

Teitelbaum's brief history of the population control movement offers some important 
admissions. "Early in the 1950s," he notes, "a few knowledgeable observers such as 
philanthropist John D. Rockefeller 3rd" determined that government must control human 
fertility. Rockefeller established the Population Council in 1952 to influence public policy and 
policymakers to that end. He was enormously successful. 

"By the early 1960s," writes Teitelbaum, "elite public opinion on population matters -- 
Republican and Democrat, conservative and liberal alike had shifted closer to that advanced by 
Rockefeller a decade earlier." Both the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations and Congress 
"gave strong and sustained political support to the newly created Population Office at the 
Agency for International Development (AID)." 

The GOP followed suit. "President Richard Nixon continued his predecessors' energetic 
support for population initiatives and indeed lobbied strongly and successfully for a U.N. global 
conference on population." 

Now it is time for President Clinton not only to put population policy on the front burner 
once again, but actually to restructure the executive office to assure that population issues will 
receive the priority attention they deserve. "What is required is some kind of central nervous 
system for activities and responsibilities that are now widely scattered," says Teitelbaum. He 
suggests that "U.S. of rices such as the National Security Council or the Department of State are 
good candidates for dealing with population concerns." 

More American Blood 

General Colin L. Powell (CFR) writing on "U.S. Forces: Challenges Ahead," declares 
that "America must shoulder the responsibility of its power. The last best hope of earth has no 
other choice. We must lead." But lead where? 

"We cannot tell where or when the next crisis will appear that will demand the use of our 
troops," says the general. "But we can say that in the last three years, our troops have acted in the 
Philippines (twice), Panama (three times), El Salvador. Liberia, Iraq (three times), Somalia 
(twice), Bangladesh, Zaire, Cuba, the former Soviet Union, Angola and Yugoslavia. We could 
also mention our troops' involvement in U.N. actions from the western Sahara, Cambodia and 
Bosnia-Herzegovina...." Let's just say that whenever and wherever the UN-new world order 
calls, the CFR's military lickspittles like General Powell are more than willing to sacrifice 
American blood and treasure. 

"What sorts of missions can we envision"?" he asks. "I believe peacekeeping and 
humanitarian operations are a given," he answers. Our NATO mission has been transformed as 
well. "For over forty years NATO underwrote the security and prosperity of western Europe," 
says Powell. "Now it is time for NATO to underwrite the security and prosperity of the east." 

The same message is carried forward in Robert Cullen's article entitled "Human Rights 
Quandary." According to Cullen, who writes for The New Yorker, "The U.N. Security Council, 
flawed though it is, remains the best international mechanism for halting bloodshed." 
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Which leads us directly into "Empowering the United Nations," by UN Secretary-General 
Boutros Boutros-Ghali. "Peacekeeping is a U.N. invention," says the Egyptian. "It was not 
specifically defined in the charter but evolved as a noncoercive instrument of conflict control" 
during the Cold War. This malleable nature of the UN Charter, which allows such easy 
"evolution" of new powers, should be viewed with great alarm by all Americans who believe in 
the principles of limited, constitutional government. Boutros-Ghali notes that 13 peacekeeping 
operations were mounted in the 30 years from 1948 to 1978. By contrast, in just the past four 
years, from 1988 through 1992, the UN has established 14 new operations. 

Because of the anticipated need for still more UN missions, says Boutros-Ghali, "the 
member states should provide the secretary-general with a working capital fund for the start-up 
of new operations so that cash is immediately available," and "make more systematic standby 
arrangements by which governments commit themselves to hold ready, at an agreed period of 
notice, specially trained units for peacekeeping service." 

Furthermore, "member states should make it possible for the United Nations to establish 
a reserve stock of basic items ... that are always required for a new peacekeeping operation," and 
should "hold ready, at various locations around the world, reserves of such equipment." 

Bowing to China 

Barber B. Conable Jr. and David M. Lampton (CFR) team up to write "China: The 
Coming Power." Conable is president emeritus of the World Bank and chairman of the National 
Committee on United States-China Relations. Lampton is president of the National Committee. 
As they see it, America must bend over backwards to accommodate the tyrants in Beijing not 
only for our own economic and security interests, but in the interest of advancing human rights 
and promoting world peace. 

"If the current strains in America's relations with China deteriorate into a U.S. policy of 
benign neglect or outright hostility," they warn, "the damage could be widespread to the United 
States' economic future, its relations with other countries and its hopes for cooperation on global 
problems." 

"China is important to America's interests -- the Clinton administration's policy should be 
premised on that fact," Conable and Lampton advise. "An economic boom is well underway on 
China's mainland, Taiwan and Hong Kong; yet the United States is in danger of isolating itself 
from its benefits." Yes, we may lose the "benefit" of providing the Reds with taxpayer-provided 
no-interest and low-interest "loans" and subsidies, technology, and know-how that they can then 
combine with slave labor to produce exports that flood the American market to destroy American 
jobs and businesses. 

However, Red China lobbyists have more reasons for the U.S. to kowtow to Beijing: 
"Globally an increasing role will be played by multilateral organizations, with the United 
Nations most prominent among them. Given China's veto power as a permanent member of the 
Security Council, Beijing must be part of a consensus for the United Nations to be effective." 
What better reason to sever our involvement with both the UN and the PRC? 

Major Restructuring 

The last, but certainly not the least important, article appearing in this issue of the CFR 
journal is one entitled "Special Report: Policymaking for a New Era." It is adapted from a report 
titled "Memorandum to the President Elect," issued just after the election by the Commission on 
Government Renewal, co-sponsored by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and the 
Institute for International Economics (IIE), both of which have long served as key propaganda 
founts for one-world government and the new world order. Morton Abramowitz (CFR) is the 
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current president at Carnegie, a post once held by Soviet agent Alger Hiss. Heading the IIE is C. 
Fred Bergsten (CFR, Trilateral Commission), a former assistant secretary of the treasury. 
Chairing the bipartisan Carnegie-IIE Commission dispensing Establishment wisdom to Mr. 
Clinton is Richard C. Holbrooke (CFR), managing director of the Insider banking house Lehman 
Brothers. Joining him on the 30-member commission were Abramowitz, Bergsten, CFR 
President Peter Tarnoff, and veteran CFR-world orderites Stephen Bosworth, Frank Carlucci, 
William Crowe, Morton Halperin, Jessica Mathews, Winston Lord, Peter G. Peterson, Graham 
Allison, Elliot Richardson, and Theodore Sorensen, to name a few. 

The commission report compares the present national political-economic context facing 
Mr, Clinton with the "great crises" that "propelled" Presidents Franklin Roosevelt in 1933 and 
Harry Truman in 1947 "to restructure the government." Accordingly, Mr. Clinton's first order of 
business must be to restructure the executive branch of government. Some of the commission's 
recommendations on restructuring the White House staff lot greater efficiency and elimination of 
unnecessary overlap and duplication may indeed have merit. But the key proposals are clearly 
aimed at increasing federal intervention in all aspects of American society. 

Foremost among the commission's proposals is the recommendation to create a "three 
council system" to advise the President. Mr. Clinton is urged to establish an Economic Council 
and a Domestic Council to be co-equals with the National Security Council. 

The new President is urged to "propose legislation to create the Department of the 
Environment -- not merely an upgraded Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) -- but a 
department with new responsibilities that combines elements from other parts of government." 

At the State Department, the commission recommends establishing a new post 
--"undersecretary for global and multilateral issues"-- which would oversee matters concerning 
the environment, refugees, human rights, population, and other "global" issues. 

Concerning the Department of Defense, the report recommends "a significant change in 
only one area early in your administration: American support of United Nations and other 
multilateral peacekeeping and peacemaking efforts." Change"? What's to change"? As if George 
Bush were not already committing American support to every UN-multilateral "peacekeeping" 
operation imaginable. The Carnegie-IIE luminaries warn that the crises in Somalia and 
Yugoslavia "are likely to be precursors, not exceptions" to the new world disorder we will face, 
What to do? 

"This commission," says the report. "believes that greater American support for both 
U.N. peacekeeping and peacemaking efforts is a national security objective" and, accordingly, 
"recommends that you start a process of enhancing U.S. support for U.N. peacekeeping and 
peacemaking, bringing Congress and American military leaders into the discussions at every 
stage." 

To further this objective, the commission recommends that the new Administration: 

* "move the funding lot the U.S. contribution to U.N. peacekeeping efforts from the State 
budget to Defense." 

* "establish a major military command, headed by a three- or four-star officer, to support 
U.N. military operations, and, if necessary, U.S. participation in them." 

¢ "designate one or two U.S.-based brigades for support of U.N. operations." 

The plan to transfer funding of UN peacekeeping from State to Defense, a scheme that 
the New York Times has been championing in editorials for the past year, is already underway. 
Senator Sam Nunn (D-GA) introduced an amendment to the fiscal 1993 Defense authorization 
allowing up to $300 million from Defense to cover U.S. peacekeeping obligations that exceed 
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State's budget. 

What the Foreign Affairs article doesn't say -- but the original Carnegie HE report does 
-- is that the commission recommendations were prompted by two much-publicized reports 
issued earlier in the year: Changing Our Ways, by the Carnegie National Commission on 
America and the New World, and Building a Competitive America, by the Competitive Policy 
Council. The Carnegie National Commission was headed by Winston Lord, former president of 
the CFR and included Abramowitz, Bergsten and others who would later reappear on the 
Carnegie Commission on Government Renewal. The Competitive Policy Council was chaired by 
(surprise again) the ubiquitous C. Fred Bergsten, ably assisted by such CFR confederates as 
Rand V. Araskog and Alexander Trowbridge. 

The policy proposals outlined in these reports and in the above-mentioned pages of 
Foreign Affairs are the policies that the major media pundits have already begun parroting, and 
the same policies that many congressman and local newspaper editors will soon echo as well. 
Unless strong opposition to these one-world policies is mounted now in Congress, they are 
certain to become the de facto program of our federal government. 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Final Presidential Journey 

On what seemed likely to be his last foreign trip as President, George Bush promised that 
some troops would soon be coming home from Somalia and declared that an arms pact with 
Russia would be "good for all mankind." While Mr. Bush declined to set a timetable for the 
return of military forces from the famine-stricken East African country, the U.S. military 
command indicated that the full complement of 28,000 troops originally foreseen would not be 
needed and predicted that a withdrawal of some of the deployed forces could begin during 
January. 

START IL, the arms pact treaty signed in Moscow by the outgoing U.S. President and 
Russian President Boris Yeltsin, "will reduce by two-thirds current nuclear arsenals and will 
dramatically lower the numbers of strategic nuclear arms permitted by START I." said Mr. Bush. 
If ratified and implemented, the pact would ban land-based nuclear missiles with multiple 
warheads, including Russia's SS-18s, while allowing the U.S. to retain seaborne 
multiple-warhead missiles. 

Yet the U.S. made several concessions in order to get Yeltsin's signature, including 
allowing some heavy SS-18 silos to be used for smaller single-warhead missiles; permitting the 
Russians to convert others of their multiple-warhead, land-based missiles into single-warhead 
missiles to be kept in their original silos. thus saving Moscow the expense of developing a new 
missile: counting weapons on U.S. bombers the same as the more dangerous land-based missiles 
(in a reversal of earlier treaties); and permitting the Russians to inspect, at least partially, 
American B-2 bombers. 

Despite such concessions, Yeltsin has been criticized by Russian hardliners for selling 
out to the United States. START II cannot take effect until START I is ratified: it was ratified by 
the Soviet Union but not yet by all the former Soviet republics that have nuclear weapons. 

Though voices of criticism have been mostly muted, Sven Kraemer, a Western 
arms-control specialist in the Reagan Administration, remarked: "Yeltsin and Bush have made 
new concession to the [Russian] hardliners which compound the fatal flaws of Gorbachev's 
START I." 

Filling Out Team Clinton 
President-elect Bill Clinton completed his cabinet and several other high-level 
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nominations. National security and foreign policy nominees include five who previously served 
in the Carter Administration: Warren Christopher (a member of the Council on Foreign Relations 
and formerly of the Trilateral Commission), a Los Angeles lawyer who coordinated cabinet 
selections on the Carter transition team, as Secretary of State; James Woolsey Jr. (CFR), a 
Washington lawyer and arms negotiator, as director of Central Intelligence; Madeleine Albright 
(CFR), president of Georgetown University's Center for National Policy, as U.S. Ambassador to 
the United Nations; Anthony Lake (CFR), professor at Mount Holyoke College, as National 
Security Adviser; and Samuel Berger (CFR), an international trade lawyer in Washington, as top 
deputy of the National Security Council. 

Other foreign-policy nominees include: Les Aspin (CFR), chairman of the House Armed 
Services Committee, as Secretary of Defense; Clifton Wharton Jr. (CFR), former chairman of the 
Rockefeller Foundation, as Deputy Secretary of State; and William Crowe Jr. (CFR, TC), former 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as chairman of the Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board. 

Also tapped were Zoe Baird, general counsel at Aetna Life & Casualty, as Attorney 
General; Bruce Babbitt (CFR), former governor of Arizona, as Interior Secretary; Federico Pena, 
former mayor of Denver, as Transportation Secretary; Mike Espy, a Democratic congressman 
from Mississippi, as Agriculture Secretary; Joycelyn Elders, director of the Arkansas Health 
Department, as Surgeon General; Mickey Kantor. a Los Angeles lawyer who was Clinton's 
campaign chairman, as U.S. Trade Representative; and John Gibbons (CFR), director of the 
Office of Technology Assessment, as White House science adviser. 

The Bloody Balkans 

Serbian strongman Slobodan Milosevic, a longtime communist whose political 
organization now calls itself the Socialist Party, handily won re-election as president of 
Yugoslavia, though the opposition and observers cited widespread voting irregularities. 
Milosevic's main opponent, Milan Panic, who returned from California to his native Serbia last 
summer, was then ousted as prime minister. 

Meanwhile, President Bush warned Belgrade that "in the event of conflict in Kosovo [a 
largely Albanian province under Serbian control] caused by Serbian action, the United States 
will be prepared to employ military force against the Serbs in Kosovo and in Serbia proper." Mr. 
Bush's message also indicated that the U.S. would be prepared to use military action to enforce 
the no-fly zone over Bosnia, if the UN Security Council called for such action, as well as to use 
force should UN personnel be attacked or if relief efforts were hindered. 

European troops involved in the international relief effort in Bosnia -- about 70 percent of 
which is now controlled by Serbs -- have to date been reluctant to use any decisive military 
action against the Serbs. Adding to the welter of charges and countercharges, a French United 
Nations commander heading the relief forces in Bosnia accused Bosnian government troops of 
attempting to kill him and the Indian general in overall UN command of the Balkans -- because 
those two generals oppose Western military intervention. Two mortar attacks, said Major 
General Philippe Morillon, were targeted directly at them, and were intended to be blamed on 
Serbs who held nearby territory. 

Amidst the fighting, peace talks were held in Geneva that would partition Bosnia into 
several largely autonomous regions, a proposal over which Serbs were making some favorable 
comments but which the Bosnians (who have lost considerable territory) have opposed. UN 
Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali, visiting Sarajevo briefly, was jeered because he has expressed 
opposition to intervention and current enforcement of the no-fly zone. The UN has been reviled 
by many Bosnian Muslims for their willingness to bring supplies but not to lift the arms embargo 
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so they can defend themselves. 

In Paris, on the final leg of President Bush's trip to Somalia and Russia, he and French 
President Mitterrand warned that unless there were progress in the Geneva peace negotiations, 
the U.S. and France would press for UN enforcement of the ban against Serbian warplanes in 
Bosnian airspace. The French and British previously stressed concerns that their 7,400 troops 
involved with humanitarian aid might be subjected to harm at the hands of Serbian ground forces 
if attacks were made on Serbian aircraft. 

Iran-Contra Pardons 

After an expenditure by independent counsel Lawrence Walsh and his team of some $35 
million and six years in investigating and prosecuting various figures in the "Iran-Contra" affair, 
on Christmas Eve President Bush used his constitutional power to pardon former Defense 
Secretary Caspar Weinberger and five others -- former CIA officials Duane Claridge, Clair 
George, and Alan Fiers, former assistant Secretary of State Elliott Abrams, and former National 
Security Adviser Robert McFarlane. 

Said Mr. Bush: "The common denominator of their motivation --whether their actions 
were right or wrong -- was patriotism." The case grew from the sale of arms to Tehran and the 
diversion of the proceeds of that sale to aid anti-communists fighting in Nicaragua. 

An angry Walsh, who had prosecuted all the men pardoned by the President, indicated 
that President Bush was "the subject now of our investigation," and charged that the "Iran-Contra 
cover-up ... has now been completed." 

While some in Congress were condemnatory (such as House Majority Leader Richard 
Gephardt and Senate Majority Leader George Mitchell) and the threat of a congressional probe 
of the pardon was raised, the move was discussed in advance -- and approved by -- other Capitol 
Hill leaders, including Democratic House Speaker Tom Foley and House Armed Services 
Chairman Les Aspin. 

Weinberger and several others involved in the investigation alleged that the prosecution 
had attempted to force them to lie and present damaging information about any participation of 
Mr. Bush and former President Reagan. 

Walsh and his highly partisan prosecution team have been up in arms over officials 
allegedly lying to Congress, or even for not telling the whole truth. Would it not be awfully 
crowded in federal prison if all Presidents and their advisers were jailed for doing that? 

POW Developments 

There was mixed news concerning U.S. prisoners of war and missing in action from 
decades ago, with a report of a "major breakthrough" in North Korea but also a cable concerning 
the sabotage of accounting efforts by Russian intelligence agencies. Senator Bob Smith (R-NH), 
returning from Pyongyang, indicated that North Korean officials admitted that hundreds of 
American prisoners from the Korean War were retained by the Red Chinese and never 
repatriated. Some POWs supposedly photographed in North Korea, said the conservative senator. 
were actually in Communist China. "We were told that the Chinese know what happened to 
those American POWs held in Manchuria during the war who were never returned. This 
information mirrors statements made to me in Moscow this past February by a high ranking 
Russian intelligence official." 

Other POWs, acknowledged the North Koreans, "could have been brought to the former 
Soviet Union ... for further interrogations"; and, though Pyongyang promised to search its files, 
the regime indicated that "this issue ultimately would have to be taken up with the Russians," 
said Smith. 
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Yet, the Washington Times reported that the U.S. Embassy in Moscow just told 
Washington that the spy agencies in the former Soviet Union are playing "a spoiling role" in 
efforts to discover the fate of American POWs. The embassy blamed the Russians for 
"intentional tactics of delay and obfuscation." Russian officials, according to the cable, have 
provided "only begrudging official admissions of indirect involvement with Korean War 
POW/MIAs and official denials of any involvement with Vietnam POWs." 

Recession Ended Long Ago 

Flash: The recession ended 20 months before the election. Following revised third quarter 
statistics indicating that the gross domestic product rose by 3.4 percent, the highest during the 
Bush Administration, the private National Bureau of Economic Research -- which since the 
1920s has been the arbiter of booms and busts -- announced that the U.S. recession is over. In 
fact, it was over in March 1991, and since then there have been six quarters of growth that 
brought the economy back roughly to where it was before the recession started. The eight-month 
recession was shorter than the average of 11 months, and had actually ended before the group 
announced that a recession existed, since that proclamation only came in April 1991. 

Nonetheless, mere days before the panel's proclamation, President-elect Bill Clinton. at 
his economic retreat in Little Rock held with business and other supporters of his campaign, still 
was referring to "this prolonged recession." 

Clinton must have missed the New York Times post-election coverage, which bannered 
news of the "Clinton recovery." It takes a while to back down from campaign rhetoric: During 
one debate, Mr. Clinton spoke of a "three-year recession, which is the worst since before World 
War II." The Bush campaign couldn't overcome the economic "news" stories which, by one 
analysis, were 91 percent unfavorable during the last two years. This despite the fact that the 
U.S. economy has been growing faster over the last year than those of Japan, Germany, Britain, 
or Canada; indeed, German and Japanese industrial production has actually been falling. 

-- William P. Hoar 


NATION Establishment 
Tightens Control 

The first thing you have to know about the new Administration is that, for the past four 
years, Bill Clinton has held memberships in both the Council on Foreign Relations and the 
Trilateral Commission. It may be politically incorrect among most of the nation's media giants 
even to mention such credentials -- it doesn't sit well to expose an ally. But it is critical for the 
American people to know where their leaders are taking this nation. 

Historical Perspective 

The Council on Foreign Relations was begun in 1921 by internationalists determined to 
create their new world order, socialism, and world government at the expense of personal 
freedom and national sovereignty. Headquartered in New York City, the organization, which 
now has 2,905 members, has long been recognized as the seat of America's ruling establishment. 

The Trilateral Commission, launched by CFR Chairman David Rockefeller in 1973, is 
made up of fewer than 300 members, 100 each from Western Europe, North America, and Japan. 
The group's first membership list, dated November 1973, names only 58 U.S. citizens as 
Trilateralists -- 35 of them CFR members. 

Over the years, the CFR has specialized in subverting America in the political and 
foreign policy fields. The Trilateralists have concentrated mainly on forging economic ties as a 
prelude to political union. Each group remains active, however, in the other's primary domain. 
And membership in the CFR continues to be a common credential among the members of the 
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smaller Trilateral Commission. 

Members of both of these groups have dominated America's government, media, 
academia, and corporate world for at least 50 years. Right now, the CFR boasts that 387 of its 
members are "U.S. government officials," 327 are "journalists, correspondents and 
communications executives," 726 are "business executives," and 607 are "academic 
scholars and administrators." Its membership roster has included such prominent names as 
Gerald Ford, Jimmy Carter, Walter Mondale, Michael Dukakis, George Bush, and Bill 
Clinton. 

Clinton's Top Appointees 

Within a few days of his election triumph, Mr. Clinton named Warren Christopher (CFR, 
former TC) and Vernon Jordan (CFR, TC) to lead his transition team. The ultimate Insider, 
former State Department official Christopher was vice chairman of the CFR as recently as 1991 
and a member of the TC from 1973 until 1987. 

On December 22nd, Mr. Clinton selected the top eight members of his foreign policy 
team. All eight are CFR members: Secretary of State Warren Christopher; Deputy Secretary of 
State Clifton R. Wharton; CIA Director R. James Woolsey; National Security Adviser W. 
Anthony Lake; Deputy National Security Adviser Samuel Berger; Secretary of Defense Les 
Aspin; Chairman of the Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board William Crowe; and Ambassador 
to the United Nations Madeleine Albright. The media never bothered to tell us that the CFR had 
made a clean sweep in the foreign policy field. 

Also, Mr. Clinton has chosen most of the top members of his domestic team from within 
the CFR and TC. They are: Secretary of the Treasury Lloyd Bentsen (former CFR); Deputy 
Secretary of the Treasury Roger Altman (CFR); Secretary of Health and Human Services Donna 
Shalala (CFR, TC); Deputy Director of the Office of Management and Budget Alice Rivlin 
(CFR, former TC); Secretary of Housing and Urban Development Henry Cisneros (CFR, former 
TC); Chairwoman of the Council of Economic Advisers Laura D. Tyson (CFR), and Secretary of 
the Interior Bruce Babbitt (CFR, former TC). 

There are fewer than 30 places on the powerful CFR board of directors. Warren 
Christopher held one of these for 10 years, until 1991. Today, tour Clinton nominees sit on this 
board: Clifton Wharton, Alice Rivlin, William Crowe, and Donna Shalala. The CFR's voice in 
Washington will be louder than ever. 

What to Expect 

No one in the CFR is explicitly told what to say or do. That is not the way this conspiracy 
operates. What happens is that allowable options -- all of which harm America -- are established 
for each topic. These are set down mainly in the CFR's journal Foreign Affairs. All who fail to 
stay within these allowable limits can expect to be sacked, probably for some inconsequential 
misdeed. 

The current CFR "line" allows for discussion about whether or not to send troops to 
Bosnia, but not to advocate that U.S. forces should never be the UN's globocop. A CFR member 
will also understand that the amount or the placement of foreign aid may be discussed, but don't 
dare call for an end to all of it. Nowhere among those who hew to the CFR line -- CFR members 
or aspirants -- will anyone be found who is guilty of the kind of old-fashioned American 
patriotism that says, "Get us out of the United Nations." 

In the world of domestic affairs, a CFR member or aspirant will talk about the deficits, 
but either do little about them or make them worse. When discussing the national debt, talk about 
raising taxes is permitted, but not about doing away with all unconstitutional programs 
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(three-quarters of the size and cost of the federal government). Also, those who adhere to the 
CFR's way will always promote government as the answer to problems even while paying lip 
service to our nation's beleaguered private sector. 

So, at the national level, it seems certain that we'll see more of the same policies that have 
put America on the ropes over the past few decades. While America suffers, the prospects for 
socialism and world government -- quietly but diligently favored by the CFR and TC -- grow 
ominously. The only way to stop this "new world order" juggernaut is for a vigilant citizenry to 
force Congress, especially the House of Representatives, to adhere to the Constitution each 
member is sworn to uphold. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


WORLD Dubious Reforms in 
Former USSR 

In February of last year, the Dallas Morning News profiled the John Birch Society in an 
article that began, somewhat derisively: "The Soviet Union is dead. The Iron Curtain is gone. 
The Cold War is over. But for the bastion of anti-communism. the John Birch Society, this is no 
time to rest, let alone gloat. How can they rest, say society members, when the world is simply 
further along on the same disastrous course?" 

It's a good question. Consider the former Soviet Union. 

A few weeks earlier, the elected anticommunist president of the republic of Georgia had 
been deposed in a violent military coup, and would later be supplanted by the country's erstwhile 
Communist Party boss who had once had him jailed for speaking out against Soviet oppression. 
By the end of November 1992, Associated Press reporter Deborah Seward would write: "Nearly 
a year after the Soviet Union collapsed, voters in two of its republics have returned former 
communist leaders to office. In most of the others, they never left." The supposedly "former" 
communists managed to stay in power, Seward continued, "by dropping Marxist rhetoric and 
embracing popular demands for independence. When the Soviet Union finally collapsed, they 
preached reform while keeping control of the security police and judiciary." 

In Lithuania, "voters have thrown out the Sajudis movement that led the Baltic nation to 
independence, in favor of Algirdas Brazauskas, the former Communist Party leader." Taking 
note of the "Communist longevity in some republics, such as Georgia, Kazakhstan and Ukraine," 
Seward also observed that "heavy-handed methods have kept career communist bosses in office 
in some remote republics, such as Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan." In Ukraine. "President Leonid 
Kravchuk, a career communist accused of embracing the independence movement only to 
stay in power, cracked down on student protestors and has threatened to imprison opponents," 
and instead of embracing market reforms "has openly praised the [Red] Chinese model of 
economic reform with tight political controls." 

In Estonia, it was a close call when "former communist Arnold Ruutel got more votes 
than non-communist Lennart Meri in September, but fell short of a majority. Parliament chose 
Meri as president." In Latvia, "President Anatolijs Gorbunovs, the former deputy Communist 
Party leader, has not laced election since Latvia won independence in 1991 ." And in Russia, 
Seward stated, President Boris Yeltsin "has emerged as one of the staunchest anti-communist 
leaders in the former Soviet Union, although he spent three decades as a party apparatchik." 

Yeltsin joined the Communist Party in 1961, rose to its central committee in 1981, and 
became a member of the policy-making Politburo in 1985. He formally quit the party in July 
1990, a ploy which positioned him to assume power in Russia as an allegedly "reformed" 
communist, a guise that has been exploited to, among other things, justify the continuing massive 
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transfer of aid to Russia from the West in general and U.S. taxpayers in particular. It is truly 
dazzling disinformation to portray Boris Yeltsin as a staunch "anticommunist." 

Our government continues to hunt-down the few remaining, aging Nazis suspected of 
assisting Hitler's holocaust during World War II, even as it (and much of our media) accepts at 
face value the imagined "repentance" of thought of holding them accountable for their crimes 
against humanity. 

Shevardnadze Returns 

On May 26, 1991, Zviad Gamsakhurdia received nearly 87 percent of the vote to become 
the first directly-elected leader of a Soviet republic. An aggressive advocate of Georgian 
independence since his teens, he had been imprisoned in the 1970s for criticizing Soviet 
totalitarianism and defending human rights. Eduard Shevardnadze, who would later become 
Soviet foreign minister under Mikhail Gorbachev, was the republic's Communist Party boss at 
the time. He had earned a reputation for ruthless brutality and had personally authorized the 
torture of prisoners in Georgian jails. The Washington Post for September 6, 1992 recalled that 
"in his 13 years as Communist Party chief in this republic, he was regarded as an aggressive 
persecutor of nationalists and dissidents, including Gamsakhurdia." And the New York Times for 
October 11, 1992 asserted that Shevardnadze had "made his mark in Georgia first as a ruthless 
police chief and then as the Communist Party boss," and that when he left Georgia in 1985 to 
become Gorbachev's foreign minister, "few thought he would ever dare return." 

Following the failed anti-Gorbachev "coup" in August 1991, Gamsakhurdia was the only 
leader of a Soviet republic to openly voice the widely-held suspicion that Gorbachev himself had 
faked the "coup" for reasons amenable to long-range Marxist strategy. And when the new 
Commonwealth of Independent States was formally launched in December, Georgia was the 
only republic that refused to join. 

In the wake of such recalcitrance, Gamsakhurdia came under increasing fire from a 
minority of leftist critics, led by so-called "intellectuals," who demanded his resignation on 
grounds that he was "dictatorial" and "paranoid." He refused, and on December 22, 1991, 
heavily-armed opposition forces moved against him. On January 2, 1992, the rebel forces formed 
a military governing council, and four days later Gamsakhurdia was forced to flee the capital of 
Tbilisi. During an interview with Associated Press that same day, Eduard Shevardnadze hailed 
the military coup as a "democratic revolution," assailed Gamsakhurdia as a "dictator," and 
expressed "a great desire to participate in the creation of a democratic Georgia." 

On March 11th, the military council selected Shevardnadze to head a state council that 
would wield power pending new elections. 

In the republic's first post-parliamentary plebiscite, held on October 11, 1992, 
Shevardnadze was elected to the new post of parliament chairman, the equivalent of president. 
The election was carefully structured to assure his victory and thereby create the semblance of a 
strong mandate. The Los Angeles Times for October 11th observed that the process was 
"tailor-made for Shevardnadze," the sole candidate, who was required to secure only 30 percent 
of the vote to "become chairman of Parliament and therefore Georgia's supreme leader," after 
which he would "be granted as many powers as the legislature decides." The Times further 
revealed that elections were not allowed in at least six districts considered strongholds of 
former President Gamsakhurdia. And the Washington Post for October 11th quoted the editor 
of Georgia's independent Iberia Spekter newspaper as saying: "There are no human rights here 
or freedom of the press as it is understood in the West. The government controls the printing 
presses and has told us that we will not be allowed to appear until after the election." 
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Shevardnadze received about 90 percent of the votes cast for parliamentary speaker, after 
which he clucked: "Our people have finally chosen the democratic path." 

A few months earlier, the Los Angeles Times (June 23, 1992) had quoted one Georgian 
woman as saying that Shevardnadze "looks good" on the outside, "but inside he's Satan. Why," 
she asked, "did we do all that struggling if we just end up with the same old Communist leader 
back again?" 

On November 23, 1992, Shevardnadze announced that he had become a born-again 
Christian and had been baptized at a Georgian Orthodox cathedral. He told a radio interviewer 
that his new-found faith was the result of "a long process of evolving a world outlook." Reuters 
news service noted the more pragmatic possibility that a "symbolic appeal to Christianity could 
help Shevardnadze's attempt to unite a country riven by conflict and separatist rebellion." 

Lithuania 

In March 1990, Vytautas Landsbergis, who had an impressive record of opposition to 
communism, became the, first non-communist to head one of the Soviet republics when he was 
elected president of Lithuania's Sejm (national parliament). He defeated Communist Party chief 
Algirdas Brazauskas by a margin of more than two-to-one. Subsequently, Lithuania became the 
first republic to break ties with Moscow, after which Mikhail Gorbachev sent Soviet troops and 
police on a rampage throughout the republic and imposed an economic embargo on key 
products, including oil and natural gas. 

Brazauskas had been trained as an engineer and had worked in construction before 
becoming a state economic planner in 1966. In 1977 he was appointed secretary of the 
Communist Party in charge of economic affairs, and in 1988 became the party boss. 

In 1990, he and a group of fellow communists who had allegedly broken with the Soviet 
Communist Party because they supported Lithuania's independence drive, formed the 
Democratic Labor Party (DLP). In the country's first post-Soviet parliamentary elections in 
October and November of last year, the DLP and its coterie of "former" communists, led by 
Brazauskas, won a working majority and with it the authority to form a government and oust 
Landsbergis. The DLP presently holds around 80 seats in the 141-member Sejm, while 
Landsbergis' Sajudis national movement retains only about 40 seats. On November 25th, the new 
parliament elected Brazauskas as its chairman and as acting head of state. 

President Landsbergis lamented that Lithuania was headed back to the "one-party rule" of 
the openly communist era and accused Russia of "actively participating" in the election to assist 
the DLP, one of whose campaign planks was to dramatically improve relations with the Yeltsin 
regime. As reported by Facts on File for October 29th, "Russia had curbed oil exports to 
Lithuania after the Baltic country had expressed an unwillingness to pay world market prices for 
the commodity. Sajudis believed that the lack of oil. which left ... most Lithuanian homes and 
businesses with minimum heating as winter approached, had influenced disgruntled voters to 
back the ex-Communists." 

According to a December 17th Associated Press dispatch, "Brazauskas was able to 
convince Lithuanians his party 'left communist ideology behind' and supports independence and 
free enterprise." But the Los Angeles Times noted that same day that the DLP wants, among 
other things. "to slow or reverse free-market reforms...?' AP recounted how Brazauskas had tried 
to turn his years of service to the Soviet cause to his advantage by telling Lithuanians that "his 
career as a central planner taught him how to drive a hard bargain with the Kremlin"! The 
former Lithuanian Communist Party boss claimed during a November 19th interview on Kremlin 
radio that his DLP "has nothing to do with the former Communist Party of Lithuania" and that 
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the party's success in the elections was "a victory for democracy...." 
Uzbekistan 

The Times of London reported on March 27, 1992 that one could still find "silver statues 
of Lenin" on the road leading to the Uzbekistani city of Samarkand, interspersed with such 
slogans as, "The final victory of Communism," and. "Lenin is more alive today than anyone 
living." Nevertheless, The Times contended, "the death of communism has reached Uzbekistan 
as it has other parts of the former Soviet Union." 

On August 31, 1991, the republic's communist-dominated parliament approved an 
independence declaration which was widely heralded as the first step by a Central Asian republic 
"toward leaving the Soviet Union." Critics of the heavy-handed rule of President (and 
Communist Party chief) Islam A. Karimov viewed the declaration. instead, as a cynical effort on 
his part to preserve his authoritarian rule. A leading opposition figure stated at the time that, in 
the wake of the attempted "coup" in the Soviet Union earlier in the month, "the government 
decided the best way to save itself was to declare independence. The party will change its name. 
but it won't matter. Here is an island of communism." 

President Karimov, who had been appointed to the Soviet Politburo in 1990, had been a 
communist since 1964. Three days prior to the Soviet "coup" he had declared that Uzbekistan 
was not ready for either "democracy" or a market economy. He endorsed instead the Red 
Chinese economic strategy toward which Russian President Boris Yeltsin now appears to be 
moving. * On December 17, 1992, during his first visit to Red China, Yeltsin said thai he 
was considering whether China's model of economic "reform" would be suitable for 
Russia. According to the Associated Press, he told reporters at the Great Wall that Red 
China's approach is "a very interesting model based on the idea of reform without 
shocks." He referred to it as "a socialist economy, but also a market economy." 

* 

Karimov was elected president in 1991, receiving 86 percent of the vote after severely 
curtailing the activities of all opposition parties. In recent months, many of his critics have fled, 
been arrested, or simply disappeared. His ironfisted rule has included a ban on outdoor political 
meetings and the muzzling of newspapers by a government-run committee. 

On December 8, 1992, parliament approved a new constitution promising freedom of 
thought and travel and a multi-party "democracy." It granted Karimov even more personal 
power. Two days later, the Red lawmakers demonstrated their commitment to "democracy" by 
voting 383 to 7 to ban the opposition nationalist Birlik (Unity) Popular Front movement which, 
according to Reuters news service, advocates "Western-style democracy." Other parties large 
enough to pose a potential problem for the ruling Reds have also been banned. As a meaningless 
gesture of "political freedom," Karimov has allowed the legalization of the intellectual-based, 
pro-democracy Erk party (an offshoot of Berlik), which is so minuscule that it poses him no 
threat. 

On November 6th, schools and government offices were closed to commemorate the 75th 
birthday of Sharaf Rashidov, former first secretary of the Uzbek Communist Party under Soviet 
dictator Leonid Brezhnev, who had been disgraced for his role in a giant cotton swindle, "We 
must restore the dignity of this great man," President Karimov declared. The front-page headline 
of Agazi, the official newspaper of the People's Democratic Party (as the Communist Party is 
now known), referred to Rashidov as "our respected statesman." 

Such is the "death of Communism" in Uzbekistan. 

Azerbaijan 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


But news from the former Soviet Union is not all bad. The communists suffered an 
apparent setback in Azerbaijan during 1992. The year began with President Ayaz Mutalibov 
firmly entrenched. A communist since 1963, Mutalibov had formally resigned his party posts in 
the wake of the attempted "coup" in the Soviet Union. He was the sole candidate for president in 
September 1991, when would-be challengers opted to withdraw after their rallies were broken up 
by communist interior ministry troops. 

But in March 1992, Mutalibov was forced to quit following a series of Armenian 
victories in the war with Azerbaijan over the enclave of Nagorno-Karabakh, where the 
Armenian population has been seeking self-determination since 1988. The parliament, 
without a quorum, voted in May to reinstall Mutalibov, but after thousands of outraged civilians 
and rebel Azerbaijani soldiers took over the presidential palace and the state television station, 
and shot their way into the parliament building, he went into hiding and the parliament promptly 
agreed to turn all legislative and executive power over to an opposition National Council led by 
the Popular Front, a nationalist movement led by Aulfax Elchiby. On June 7th, Elchiby was 
elected president. 

A staunch nationalist, Elchiby has a long record of opposition to the Communist Party 
and has been the republic's leading dissident since the 1970s, when he was imprisoned for two 
years at hard labor in a rock quarry for his efforts to overthrow the totalitarian Soviet regime. He 
seeks to establish Azerbaijan as an independent state with its own currency and army, and has 
pledged to withdraw the republic from the Commonwealth of Independent States. 

Estonia 

On September 20. 1992, Estonia held its first post-Soviet parliamentary and presidential 
elections. The chief contenders for the presidency were incumbent Arnold Ruutel, a "former" 
communist who joined the party in 1964, but formally resigned to support Estonia's 
independence drive; and Lennart Meri, a free-market advocate and former Estonian foreign 
minister. Ruutel finished first, but failed to achieve an outright majority in the four man race. It 
was then up to the Supreme Council (parliament) to choose between him and runner-up Meri. On 
October 5th, Meri was elected chairman of the council, the equivalent of republic president, by a 
vote of 59 to 31. 

Business as Usual 

Elsewhere, however, it is virtually business as usual, as "former" communists continue to 
dominate most of the former Soviet republics. For instance: 

Kazakhstan: In Kazakhstan, as in most of the former Soviet republics, "former" 
communists continue to control the workings of government. President Nutsultan A. Nazarbayev 
was a Gorbachev ally who joined the Communist Party in 1962 and only resigned from its 
central committee, and the central committee of the Politburo, in the wake of the 1991 "coup." 

Kyrgystan: When President Askar Akayev was elected in 1991, he was lauded as the 
"first freely elected" president of the republic. Actually, he was the only candidate, receiving 
some 95 percent of the vote. He joined the Communist Party in 1981. Parliament remains 
top-heavy with Akayev's fellow "formers." 

Latvia: President Anatolijs Gorbunovs was a Communist Party functionary for more 
than eight years prior to his election to head Latvia's parliament in 1988. 

Moldova: President Mircea Snegur, another "former" Communist Party official, resigned 
as chairman of the national legislature in February 1991, claiming that the party was intent on 
smearing him. But he quickly agreed to stay on as caretaker pending a direct presidential 
election. As luck would have it, he was the sole candidate when the election was held on 
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December 8, 1991. 

Tajikistan: On September 23, 1991, the communist-dominated legislature declared a 
state of emergency, fired Tajikistan's non-communist acting president, and replaced him with 
Rakhman Nabiyev, a former Communist Party first secretary. In November of that year Nabiyev 
was elected president in what was widely perceived to be a rigged plebiscite. 

In late March 1992, opposition forces (including a coalition of secular anticommunists 
and Islamic fundamentalists) instigated a series of sometimes violent anti-Nabiyev 
demonstrations in the capital city of Dushanbe. On May 6th, armed factions seized most of the 
capital, forcing the president to take refuge in the parliament building. On May 20th, while 
Nabiyev and the opposition were negotiating, police troops fired on demonstrators, killing at 
least eight persons. The next day, Nabiyev agreed to the creation of a coalition government that 
would give opposition figures (including secular anti-communists and Islamic fundamentalists) 
eight key cabinet posts, including defense, foreign affairs, broadcasting, education, and the 
country's central bank. While the Communist Party would not be outlawed, its assets were to be 
nationalized and Nabiyev was to remain president only until the next national elections, which 
were set for December. But in November, the communists formed a new government in the 
north, and on December 10th, "former" communists backed by tanks and armored vehicles 
stormed and took control of Dushanbe in battles with Islamic forces, demonstrating once again 
the communist principle thai promises are made to be broken. 

Ukraine: The second most populous of the former Soviet republics continues to be ruled 
by President Leonid M. Kravchuk, the country's former Communist Party chief for ideology. 
Prior to becoming Ukraine's first directly. elected president in December 1991, he chaired the 
Supreme Soviet (parliament). 

After Ukraine declared its independence from the Soviet Union in August 1991, it 
received political, diplomatic, and financial support from many Ukrainians living in other 
countries. As a result, Kravchuk invited more than 400 ethnic Ukrainians living in the West to 
Kiev to celebrate the first anniversary of independence at a four-day forum that ended on August 
24, 1992. As re. counted by Scripps Howard News Service foreign affairs columnist B.J Cutler, 
"Some of those attending the World Forum of Ukrainians had the temerity to criticize Mr. 
Kravchuk for the glacial pace of political and economic reform in the new country of 52 million 
citizens. They learned to their chagrin that Ukraine's former Communist Party ideological chief 
had not changed all that much. Under the skin, he remains an authoritarian who believes in one 
man rule: his." According to Cutler, Kravchuk "has left government, industry and agriculture in 
the hands of the old communist apparatchiks. Reform is virtually nonexistent...." 

On August 26th, Kravchuk's controlled newspapers announced that emigres who "openly 
call for opposition to the government, Supreme Soviet and the president's policies ... will be 
expelled beyond the borders of the Ukraine without the right ever to visit it." 

* ** *K 
So communism has collapsed, Boris Yeltsin is a staunch anti-communist and the John Birch 
Society is chasing a nonexistent threat. Better take a closer look. 
-- ROBERT W. LEE 


DID YOU KNOW? 

¢ Laundered Foreign Aid? Just days after finishing a traditional Stalinist-style purge of its 
military in order to solidify power under Communist Party chief Jaing Zemin, Red China 
announced on December 18th a new agreement to exchange military and technological 
equipment with Russia. According to an article in the New York Times, Russian Deputy Prime 
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Minister Alexandr Shokhin announced the same day that cash-strapped Russia would give a $2.5 
billion loan to Red China to construct a nuclear power station. If Russia can afford to lavish that 
kind of money and military aid on Red China, why would it need aid from the United States? 

¢ The "Best" and Worst of Time. In addition to picking President Bill Clinton as its "Man of 
the Year," Time magazine also named some other bests of 1992. Among the top ten on the list of 
"best people of 1992" could be found the sleazy pop icon Madonna, "Cop Killer" singer Ice-T, 
cue-ball rocker Sinead O'Conner, shock radio deejay Howard Stern, and Barbara "Boycott 
Colorado" Streisand. The best environmental event of 1992, according to Time, was Vice 
President Al Gore's election. 

¢ Tree Chopping EPA Administrator. Carol Browner, President Clinton's choice to head the 
Environmental Protection Agency, had a 100-year-old oak tree removed from her Washington, 
DC property in 1989, to the consternation of environmentalists and her nosy neighbors. The 
Washington Times quoted one neighbor as saying that cutting down the tree to widen her narrow 
driveway created "an ugly controversy in the neighborhood for a while." 

Of course, how a person maintains his or her own property is no one else's business, but 
environmentalists are nevertheless debating whether or not to raise the issue during Browner's 
confirmation hearings. Property rights advocates, on the other hand, are hoping she will have the 
same generous attitude toward other Americans who are harassed for merely managing their own 
private property. 

¢ Expensive "Trial" Run. Taxpayers were recently bilked out of $45,000 for a mock trial of 
Caspar Weinberger under Lawrence Walsh's unending obsession to prosecute anyone and 
everyone involved in the Iran-Contra scandal. Costs, according to a Washington Times account, 
included payments to pretend jurors and to actors portraying witnesses, as well as hotel 
accommodations and meals for participants. 
¢ Study: Crime Pays. "From the criminal's point of view, crime definitely pays," argues 
Morgan Reynolds, a Texas A&M University professor who recently completed a cost-benefit 
study of serious crimes for the National Center for Policy Analysis. Taking into account both the 
prison time served by those convicted of serious crimes and the vast majority of criminals who 
are never arrested for their crimes, Reynolds averaged the amount of jail time served by 
perpetrators of crime. The professor arrived at some alarming statistics: 
-- The average murderer spends a mere 1.8 years in prison. 
-- | Arapist serves an average of two months for his crime. 
-- Car thieves and burglars serve only 1.5 and 3.8 days in jail, respectively, for their 
crimes. 

The reason punishment is so low, says Reynolds, is that "only 7 percent of all burglaries 
result in an arrest, and only 1.2 ever result in imprisonment. Once in prison, a burglar will stay 
about 13 months," but since most thieves go uncaught, the average punishment is only 3.8 days. 
"If you expect to spend only a day and a half in prison for stealing a car," muses Reynolds, "you 
have to ask whether the car is worth a day and a half of your time. Looked at that way, the 
wonder is that there aren't more cars stolen." 

Reynolds also discovered that the average person who committed a serious crime in 1990 
spent only about one third the amount of time in prison as the average criminal in 1950. 

¢ Shucks, Only Six Percent Growth! "Economic Growth Forecast sliced to 6.11%; sluggish 
sales, output, investment prompt adjustment," began the gloomy headline in the November 24th 
Free China Journal. This was an economic downturn for Taiwan, which has seen annual 
economic growth rates hover around ten percent over the last few decades. 
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By contrast, the United States has averaged less than three percent annual growth in gross 
national product since 1970. Perhaps the fact that Free China does not strangle its businesses 
with repressive regulations and exorbitant taxes has something to do with its economic success. 

¢ Close Enough. Last Year's White House Christmas tree was doubly politically incorrect. Not 
only was the 18-foot grand fir a live tree, which angered environmentalists, but the Blade, 
Washington, DC's local homosexual paper, reported that the tree was grown near Springfield, 
Oregon, a city which has an "anti-homosexual" ordinance. Margaret Kintigh, who provided the 
presidential tree, pointed out that it was actually grown ten miles outside the Springfield city 
limits. But why sweat the details and waste a good opportunity to put a damper on the season? 

¢ A North American Parliament? Many have long argued that adoption of a regional trade 
bloc is the first necessary step toward the adoption of a regional government, and now the first 
call for a North American parliament in the wake of the NAFTA agreement has been made. 

"Regardless of what form the North American Free Trade Agreement eventually takes," 
writes Andrew Reding in the January/February issue of the Utne Reader, "it will signal the 
formation, however tentatively, of a new political unit -- North America. To prepare for that new 
political reality, it is time to begin thinking about a North American Parliament." Reding argues, 
"Economic nationalism is not only costly but also unworkable in today's globalized electronic 
economy. The challenge must instead be to internationalize democracy and thereby ensure that 
the new transnational economic order genuinely serves people as well as corporations." 

-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


THE RIGHT ANSWERS 


Q. I understand there is to be a new method of execution for those given the federal death 
penalty. Is this true? How many are actually executed for federal crimes? 
-- R.T., Walterboro, SC 


A. The Justice Department is proposing that the method of execution for the federal death 
penalty be chosen by the head of the Bureau of Prisons. In the proposal under review, the method 
would be lethal injection. 

There has not been a single person executed under federal death-penalty law since 1963, 
but the Justice Department has indicated that this might change due to prosecutions under a 1988 
law aimed at drug-related violence. 

Q. Will Rodney King be tried for the reckless driving that occurred belore his famous beating 
in Los Angeles? 

-- L.C.B., Mount Pleasant, SC 


A. Rodney King, who was estimated to have been traveling well over 100 miles per hour 
while trying to evade officers before the famous incident. was later found to have a 
blood-alcohol level twice that of California's legal limit. A convicted robber, King has had four 
run-ins with the law since that episode, ranging from trying to run down police officers 
attempting to arrest him alter he picked up a transvestite prostitute, to an allegation of 
wife-beating. In none of those four incidents were. charges filed. 

In early December, the new police chief of Los Angeles, Willie Williams. asked that the 
prosecutors consider filing charges against King for the original incident that led to the beating. 
The LA district attorney's office declined to do so. saying that the case and its aftermath "have 
caused a deep wound in society," and that prosecuting King "would tend to unnecessarily open 
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that wound once again." The statute of limitations expired on the 1991 drunk-driving charge, 
said the prosecutors. Evading arrest could still have been prosecuted, but was not done "in the 
interests of justice." Translated. those are weasel words for gutlessness. 

Meanwhile, in preparation for a federal civil-rights trial against the same police officers 
who were acquitted on almost all other charges, King's attorney is dusting off his client's image 
in a spate of public-relations appearances. King, 27, has already turned down an offer of a $1.25 
million settlement in a civil lawsuit from the Los Angeles City Council: his new legal folks must 
think they can get more. 


Q. Which country produces the most electricity from nuclear power? Where does the U.S. 
rank in the use of such a power source? 
-- D.T., Hendersonville, TN 


A. The U.S. produces the most nuclear electricity by far, as measured in terawatt-hours, 
according to figures supplied by the International Atomic Energy Agency. Yet, 1973 represented 
what seems will be the peak for an American atomic energy future, as 41 reactors were ordered 
that year. However, 32 of them eventually were cancelled. Of the 39 additional reactors ordered 
over the next five years, all were cancelled; new development in the U.S. has come to a halt. 
Currently, the U.S. gels 21.7 percent of its electricity from nuclear power. 

France leads all countries in the percentage of electricity generated by nuclear power, at 
72.7 percent. The following nations also have a higher percentage (though not a larger gross 
amount) than the United States: Belgium (59.3 percent): Sweden (51.6 percent); Hungary (48.4 
percent); South Korea (47.5 percent); Switzerland (40 percent); Spain (35.9 percent): Bulgaria 
(34 percent): Finland (33.3 percent): Germany (27.6 percent): and Japan (23.8 percent). 

Q. What is the background of the woman who won 1992's Nobel Peace Prize? 

-- T.R., Batavia, NY 


A. As is frequently the case, having a Red tinge to one's background makes it much easier to 
qualify for a Nobel Peace Prize. In the case of Rigoberta Menchu. that is definitely true. A 
Quiche Indian who has become a leftist symbol for aboriginal people, the 33-year-old Menchu is 
author of the wretched autobiography J, Rigoberta Menchu, an Indian Woman in Guatemala. 
In the book she describes how it may be necessary to kill government informers and how she 
learned to throw lime in the face of policemen, thus blinding them -- all of which is peachy if 
done for noble left-wing reasons. 

There was little hiding the fact that the 1992 Nobel award was made as a re.action to the 
500th anniversary of Columbus' voyage to the New World. Menchu was cited by the Nobel 
committee as a symbol of "peace and reconciliation." She was in large part responsible for 1993 
being named by the United Nations as the "International Year of Indigenous Populations." 

Q. What is the inflation rate in Russia? 

-- R.T.R., Rapid City, SD 


A. Victor Gerashchenko, state bank chairman in Russia, noted in November that the rate of 
inflation had gone past 1,000 percent annually, and was likely to reach 2,000 percent by year's 
end. In such reporting, inflation is usually (and mistakenly) equated with rising prices, a 
symptom, when inflation is actually an increase in the supply of money and credit. The bank 
official did warn lawmakers in Moscow that the monetary system could collapse if "the channels 
of money circulation are overfilled and hyperinflation is allowed." 
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Somebody must be tossing money around like drunken sailors, you say? Just so. In fact, 
during the same month (November) that President Boris Yeltsin told his military he was keeping 
their military budget just as large as the previous year's (though increasing the budget for arms 
and equipment by ten percent), an official from Russia's Atomic Energy Ministry asked lot U.S. 
assistance for their alcoholic workers reasoning that "a drunk person in charge of a missile or 
atomic station is a threat to the whole world." 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


AMERICAN OPINION Normalizing 
Perversion 


WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


Mr. Grigg is the author of The Gospel of Revolt: Feminism Versus Family Values (Northwest 


Books). 


Those who resist moral decay begin with a tactical disadvantage: often they are reluctant 
to discuss the symptoms of moral decay for fear of hastening the process. The Roman statesman 
Cicero summarized this dilemma in a statement found in one of his Philippics against the tyrant 
Antony: "Senators, my opponent has me at a disadvantage; for he has done things that a 
gentleman cannot discuss in public." 

Once civility has been ruptured by public approval of a vice, defenders of conventional 
morality have no choice but to discuss that vice, no matter how disagreeable such discussion may 
be. This is true even of what William Blackstone described as "a subject, the very mention of 
which is a disgrace to human nature" -- the "infamous crime against nature," homosexuality. 

The alacrity with which homosexuality has obtained the unqualified approval of 
America's elites is stunning. The September 14th issue of Newsweek published a poll revealing 
that most Americans still regard homosexuality as unacceptable. Nevertheless, the electorate 
conferred its favor upon Bill Clinton. who openly courted the homosexual lobby. One of Mr. 
Clinton's most nettlesome campaign promises was to allow homosexuals into the military. In 
December, the San Francisco Examiner claimed that "Openly gay people are filling an 
unprecedented 13 spots on the Clinton transition team." If this is true, such a presence will no 
doubt have a tremendous influence upon the priorities of the new Administration, and serves a 
significant symbolic function. Mr. Clinton may have an early opportunity to give substance to 
such symbolism. A measure designed to amend the 1964 Civil Rights Act to outlaw 
"discrimination" based upon "sexual orientation" was introduced in the Senate in March 1991; a 
similar measure in the new Congress could soon be ready for Mr. Clinton's signature. 


Little more than a decade ago, the consensus among even the "progressive" elements of 
American society held that whatever one may think of homosexuality, a barrier should be placed 
between the subject and impressionable children. But formidable pressures are being brought to 
bear upon the Boy Scouts to admit openly homosexual men as scoutmasters. Even as the public 
is treated to accounts of pedophilia scandals in some churches, "progressive" religious leaders, 
such as Episcopalian Bishop John Shelby Spong, are ordaining homosexuals to church office; 
others have performed "marriages" of homosexual couples. Even more astonishing is the fact 
that in some jurisdictions homosexuals are being permitted to adopt children. 

Last January, Manhattan Surrogate Court Judge Eve Preminger allowed a lesbian to 
adopt the child of her "partner." The child had been born in 1985 after one of the "partners" had 
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been artificially inseminated by a mutual friend who formally relinquished any legal claim upon 
the child. The New York Times observed, "Supporters of gay rights called the ruling significant 

because New York is a magnet for gay people, and many gay couples would now be encouraged 
to begin adopting children." 

Furthermore. curricula designed to teach "respect" for the homosexual lifestyle are being 
forced upon students as early as the first grade. In November a school board in Queens, New 
York was disbanded by the New York City chancellor of schools after it refused to implement 
"Children of the Rainbow," a multi-cultural "tolerance" curriculum that includes materials about 
homosexual "families." Among the texts recommended by the curriculum are Heather Has 
Two Mommies and Daddy's Roommate (about homosexual "couples"), and Gloria Goes to Gay 
Pride. By rejecting the curriculum the school board was acting in harmony with the desires of the 
community, which is composed largely of ethnic Catholics. Board President Mary Cummins 
explained, "Trying to tell first-grade kids about homosexuals is like trying to teach them calculus 
before they've learned grade one arithmetic." 

Supporters of the curriculum have candidly acknowledged that its objective is to "rescue" 
schoolchildren from the values they inherit from their parents. New York State Assemblywoman 
Deborah Glick is among the curriculum's most visible supporters. An uncloseted lesbian and a 
perfervid feminist, Glick has declared: 

I think that the reality is that most of the parents themselves have tremendous prejudice 

and bigotry that have been passed on for generations ... and the reality is that we 

as a society, if we are to remain free and just, must provide a counter-balance to 

what kids are obviously learning at home. 

Another defender of the program explained, "We're going to give public school kids 
opportunities denied to others in this upright, homophobic society," 

American children have been targeted for more than mere indoctrination. A manifesto 
composed by homosexual activist Michael Swift should be taken as fair warning regarding the 
"opportunities" envisioned for America's youth: 

We shall sodomize your sons, emblems of your feeble masculinity, of your shallow 

dreams and vulgar lies. We shall seduce them in your schools, your dormitories, 

in your gymnasiums. in your locker rooms, in your sports arenas, in your 

seminaries, in your youth groups, in your movie theater bathrooms, in your army 

bunk houses, in your truck stops, in your all-male clubs, in your houses of 

Congress, wherever men are together. 

From sundry news accounts we can follow the depredations of Swift's comrades: 

* A wire service story dated November 16, 1992 reported the indictment of a Roseburg, 
Oregon man on charges of attempted murder. The man was accused of exposing no fewer than 
five children -- the oldest of which was eight, the youngest of which was two -to the AIDS virus 
through molestation. 

¢ In January 1992, an 11-year-old New York City boy was abducted on his way to school 
and raped by a 27-year-old ex-con with AIDS. The January 16th New York Times reported that 
the assailant had been charged with a similar offense in 1982. At the time of his latest episode 
the man was living at public expense. Through contacts with the Gay Men's Health Crisis 
organization, the accused assailant had obtained monthly rent vouchers from the New York City 
Department of AIDS Services. 

While the neighborhood dealt with the horror and the police continued their investigation, 
the New York City "homosexual community" saw fit to inveigh against "homophobia." The New 
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York Times noted that "gay groups in the city expressed concern that the suspects right to 
confidentiality about his infection had been violated by the police." An ACT-UP representative 
declared, "I am concerned about sensationalism and homophobia in the press coverage and 
prosecution." 

¢ In August 1992, Phillips Exeter Academy in New Hampshire fired a drama teacher who 
was found in possession of 650 videocassettes of child pornography; some of the videos included 
Exeter students. The school, which prides itself on its "progressive" attitudes about sexuality, had 
not carefully examined the teacher's resume. His PhD dissertation included two plays that 
examined what the New York Times described as "the bittersweet plight of male teachers who 
seduce students into homosexual relationships." 

* It should not be forgotten that Massachusetts Congressman Gerry Studds was censured 
in 1983 for seducing a male teenage page. Studds experienced no political hardship as a result of 
his censure; his punishment was less severe: than that inflicted upon another congressman who 
was involved in a sexual scandal involving an underage girl at about the same time Studds' 
behavior was revealed. 


Such acts of predatory pedophiles are not devoid of ideological support from the "homosexual 
rights" movement. In a Chicago meeting of the National Coalition of Gay Organizations held in 
1972, a 12-point platform was composed. Point nine of that platform called for the "enactment of 
legislation so that child custody, adoption, visitation rights, foster parenting and the like shall not 
be denied because of sexual orientation...." Point 11 mandated the "repeal of all laws governing 
the age of sexual consent." Point 12 demanded the abolition of "all legislative provisions that 
restrict the sex or number of persons entering into a marriage unit...." Clearly the 
pro-homosexual movement desires much more than simple tolerance; it pursues the 
comprehensive restructuring of society's basic institutions, particularly the family. 

History does provide examples of societies that have tolerated -- and even encouraged -- 
homosexuality. Furthermore, there is reason to believe that the distinction between 
"homosexuality" and "pedophilia" (sexual attraction to children) is an invention of modern 
propaganda. Those who agitate against "discrimination" based upon "sexual orientation" 
generally mention homosexuality and bisexuality, and insist that pedophilia is a separate 
category. 

However, Dr. John Money, director of psychohormonal research at Johns Hopkins 
University, disagrees. Money's efforts have been invaluable to those who have re-cast 
homosexuality as an "orientation." It is difficult to find a text that makes that claim without 
citing Money as an "authority." Money is presently investing his prestige on behalf of 
pedophilia. In the August 21. 1992 issue of New Statesman magazine, Money is quoted as 
follows: 

In the adulthood of the true pedophile, parental love is hybridized with sexual love ... 

pedophilia is not a voluntary choice and there is no known treatment. Punishment 

is useless. One must accept that [pedophilia] exists in nature's overall scheme ... 

and, with enlightenment, formulate a policy of what to do. 

Those societies that have embraced homosexuality have displayed the "enlightenment" 
coveted by Money. Some of them actually institutionalized pedophilia; all of them actively 
subverted familial relationships in order to amplify the State's claim upon the individual. Even a 
cursory examination of the relevant history should dispel the impression that public tolerance of 
homosexuality is an index of a society's devotion to liberty. 


Plutarch records that Lycurgus, the "lawgiver" of the proto-fascist Spartan state of antiquity, 
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abolished the family in his domain: Spartan children were the property of the state. The males 
were taken from their parents at a young age and bonded to older, experienced warriors for the 
purpose of a military apprenticeship; that "bonding" included a sexual relationship. 

Richard Posner observes that Greek homosexuality could properly be referred to as 
institutionalized pederasty: "male homosexuality usually involv[ed] a man of 25 to 30 and an 
adolescent boy." The Greeks believed that homosexuality was a developmental phase for all 
males, rather than a permanent preference for some. Accordingly, Posner notes that "it was easy 
to be a successful married man in ancient Greece and chase young men on the side...." Many of 
the male deities in the pagan pantheon of ancient Greece were sexually involved with young 
boys; this provided a religious sanction for pederasty. 


The Etruscan forerunners of the Romans tolerated homosexuality, including Greek-style 
pederasty. But following the eviction of the last Etruscan king and the rounding of the Roman 
Republic. the practice was suppressed. In the code of Justinian (the digest of Roman law), 
homosexuality was treated as a capital offense. 

But as Rome bloated into an empire it lost its civic discipline and moral vigor; it began to 
absorb many of the vices of the societies it conquered. Tacitus, a Roman historian and social 
critic. lamented that by the seventh decade of the Christian era. 

Promiscuity and degradation throve. Roman morals had long become impure, but 

never was there so favorable an environment for debauchery as among this filthy 

crowd .... Here every form of immorality competed for attention, and no 

chastity, modesty, or vestige of decency could survive. 

Among the pandemic vices of Imperial Rome was homosexuality, including pederasty. 
Many among the Roman elite justified pederasty by invoking the Greek philosophy of man-boy 
sexual "education." According to Tacitus, by the first century AD Roman consuls were pursuing 
free-born Roman boys. The Emperor Nero, who is infamous for his persecution of the early 
Christians, also practiced the crime against nature. Both Tacitus and Suetonius mention an 
incident in which Nero dressed as a bride in a "marriage" ceremony in which he was wedded to a 
male "lover." 

The early Christian community (which was, ironically enough, frequently condemned by 
Roman rulers for non-existent sexual offenses) was mortified by the violent, exploitive nature of 
sex in Imperial Rome. There were also a few surviving republican critics of Rome's decadence. 
The satirist and social critic Juvenal saw the prominence of "socratic perversity" in Rome to be a 
symptom of irreversible decline. Petronius, a writer who was privy to the activities of Nero's 
court, produced a work entitled The Satyricon, that depicted the Roman elite exhausting itself in 
every variety of homosexual indulgence. 


Greek and Roman sex "literature." (what the morally alert would refer to as pornography) was 
quite popular in the courts of the Ottoman Empire. Sociologist Parker Rossman notes that Sultan 
Mehmed II of Turkey, who conquered Byzantium in 1453, was a disciple of what was 
euphemistically referred to as the "Greek philosophy of love." The Sultan used promises of 
young captive boys to inspire his troops to new conquests. As his armies captured half of Europe, 
Janissaries were sent into Christian villages to conscript boys between the ages of 10 and 14 to 
serve in the Sultan's court; the ruler divided his sexual attentions between the hapless prisoners 
and his harem. Predictably, a market in young sexual victims sprang up to serve the appetites of 
the Ottoman elites. 

During the Renaissance period, sexual predators in Europe went about their labors with 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


utter indifference to the gender of their victims. This fact was recognized and celebrated (yes, 
celebrated) during a 1989 Berkeley Anthropology symposium entitled "The Invention of 
Heterosexuality." The March 19, 1989 issue of the San Francisco Examiner reported some of 
the conclusions presented in that symposium: 


Apparently, there was a lot more man-man and woman-woman [sex] in 
centuries past, except that people just didn't call itnames .... "The 18th century 

rake could indulge as frequently in sex with boys as he could ... with females -- as 

long as the rake was the active partner," the report said. 

Contemporary homosexual "rights" activists often speak of the medieval punishments 
inflicted upon homosexuals as outrages against humanitarian decency. However, in_ that 
era "homosexuality" and "pederasty" were recognized as separate manifestations of the same 
sexual aberration. Burning deviants at the stake, although a disproportionate punishment by 
modern calibrations, is seen in a different perspective when one realizes that many thus 
castigated were molesting children, and possibly trafficking in them as sexual hostages. 


Homosexual activists are fond of claiming that their cause is congruent with that of persecuted 
minorities, like black Americans in the segregated South or Jews in 19th century Europe. The 
mass murder of homosexuals by the German National Socialist regime (at least 10,000 
homosexuals were killed by the Nazis) provides homosexual activists with a handy rhetorical 
hook: They contend that those who oppose protected status for homosexuality are embryonic 
Nazis. But the history of Weimar-era Germany and the early Nazi movement belies such facile 
formulations. 

During the mid-19th century, as humanism took root in the nascent nation of Germany, 
"sophisticated" opinion favored sexual "emancipation," including toleration of homosexuality. 
The most outspoken advocate of such reforms was Karl Heinrich Ulrichs, who founded the cult 
of "Uranism" in 1862. The name of that organization was taken from Plato's Symposium, in 
which one speaker lauded "Uranian" (or "heavenly") pederasty. 

Another activist who favored liberalization was sex researcher Magnus Hirschfeld. the 
founder of the Institute for Sex Research. Hirschfeld could be considered the late 19th- early 
20th-century German analogue to Alfred Kinsey. Hirschfeld desperately deployed as many 
arguments as he could muster in defense of homosexuality. His most frequent refrain was that 
homosexuals constituted a biologically distinct "third sex." He found allies among the Social 
Democratic Party and the German Communist Party. Felix Halle, a spokesman for the German 
Communist Party, summarized the party's opinion on the subject during the first decade of the 
20th century: 

The class-conscious proletariat, uninfluenced by the ideology of property and freed from 

the ideology of the churches, approaches the question of sex file and also the 

problem of homosexuality with a lack of prejudice afforded by an understanding 

of the overall social structure ..... In accordance with the scientific insights of 

modern times, the proletariat regards these relations as a special form of sexual 

gratification and demands the same freedom and restrictions lot these forms of sex 

life as for intercourse between the sexes [such as] control over one's own body, 

and finally respect for the rights of non-involved parties [emphasis added]. 

During the Weimar period, German society offered spacious tolerance toward 
homosexuals in the arts, entertainment, literature, and academia. As had happened in Rome and 
other societies, homosexuality did much to destroy Weimar Germany's moral immune system. 
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Many relatively traditionalist Germans rebelled against the assault upon their moral sensibilities; 
some of them became willing to endure restrictions upon freedom in order to contain the 
expanding moral decay. When the Nazis came to power in 1933, many Germans mistakenly 
believed that Hitler would halt the decay. But Hitler's movement had little use for traditional 
morality. 

It is not widely recognized that the early Nazi movement included many homosexuals. 
William Shirer, the definitive historian of the Nazi era, observes that "Captain Ernst Roehm, a 
tough, ruthless, driving man -- albeit, like so many of the early Nazis, a homosexual ... helped to 
organize the first Nazi strong-arm squads which grew into the SA ..... "Rudolf Hess, a close 
confidant of Hitler, was also an unabashed homosexual. 

During the late 1920s, the proclivities of Roehm, Hess, and other prominent Nazis were 
criticized by others in the movement. Hitler responded by issuing a statement in which he 
insisted that homosexual behavior belonged "purely to the private domain" and that the "sole 
purpose of any inquiry must be to ascertain whether or not the officer ... is performing his official 
duties ..... His private life cannot be an object of scrutiny unless it conflicts with basic 
principles of National Socialist ideology." Until 1934. at least, there was no conflict between 
homosexuality and National Socialism. 

However, the Roehm faction (the SA) became a political problem. Roehm built an 
independent power base that threatened Hitler. Accordingly, on June 28, 1934, the purge known 
as the "Night of Long Knives" began. The SA was put to rout by Hitler; among the justifications 
cited was the prevalence of homosexuality within the faction. From 1934 through the end of the 
Third Reich, the apprehension, incarceration, and frequent liquidation of homosexuals as 
"contragenic" individuals was a priority. 

Not surprisingly, America's "homosexual rights" movement began as a movement of the 
socialist Left. In 1950, the Mattachine Society, the first significant homosexual "rights" group in 
America, was organized in Los Angeles. Its founders -- Harry Hay, Chuck Rowland, and Bob 
Hull -- were members of the Communist Party. Hay was obsessed with occult history; he 
selected the term "Mattachine" because it had served as the name of a medieval secret society 
composed of homosexuals. The organization's theoretical approach was overtly Marxist; it 
was also the first American organization to describe homosexuals as an "oppressed minority" 
and demand that society implement radical change to accommodate homosexuals, rather than 
simply leave them alone. 

In 1953, the Mattachine Society was taken over by Hal Call, a non-communist who 
purged the society of its conspicuous communist leadership in the interest of political 
expediency. Under Call's direction the group favored "evolutionary" rather than "revolutionary" 
change, but its revised tactics served the same ambitions. The group established contacts with the 
Kinsey Institute and collaborated in Evelyn Hooker's pro-homosexual "research" projects. 

In 1961, Frank Kameny, a scientist who had been dismissed from the Army because of 
his homosexual activity, organized the DC Mattachine Society in the nation's capitol. Kameny 
was heavily involved in the campaign of intimidation against the American Psychiatric 
Association that led the APA to remove homosexuality from its list of psychological disorders in 
1973. 

The 1971 APA convention was held in Washington, DC; Kameny and his allies 
composed elaborate plans to disrupt the event. In the opening session Kameny seized the 
microphone from the moderator and bellowed, "Psychiatry has waged a relentless war of 
extermination against us. You may take this as a declaration of war against you." During the 
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convention, panel discussions were disrupted, "offensive" displays were destroyed, and speakers 
were shouted down. 

In response to this intimidation campaign, homosexuals were given an accredited panel at 
the 1972 APA convention. By 1973, a majority of the delegates to the APA convention voted 
under the duress of constant intimidation by homosexual activists -- to remove homosexuality 
from the organization's list of mental disorders. The APA's decision, however intellectually 
indefensible, was a major victory for the homosexual lobby, one that continues to militate against 
a genuine understanding of homosexuality. 


Alfred Kinsey's efforts have also been invaluable to the homosexual lobby. The 1948 Kinsey 
Report, which was underwritten by the Rockefeller Foundation, proposed that "sexuality" begins 
at birth and exists on a continuum between two "extremes" -- "extreme" heterosexuality on one 
end, "extreme" homosexuality on the other. Kinsey referred to bisexuality as a "balanced" 
sexual orientation. The O-6 "Kinsey Scale" (0 representing "extreme" heterosexuality and 6 
signifying "extreme" homosexuality) is considered by many sex researchers as essential to 
understanding human sexuality. 

That many people have struggled with. and eventually overcome, homosexual tendencies 
undermines the proposition that homosexuality is an unalterable "orientation." But Kinsey's 
scale, however arbitrary and unsustainable, provides homosexual apologists with a 
rationale: they insist that those who have overcome homosexuality were never "truly" 
homosexual: supposedly they were bi-sexual. 

Nevertheless, the American Journal of Psychiatry reported in 1984 that Masters and 
Johnson achieved a 79.1 percent immediate success rate for clients seeking to abandon 
homosexual practices; after five years that success rate remained a very strong 71.6 percent. This 
compares favorably with treatment rates for alcoholism and other addictions. 

Those who criticize such efforts to help homosexuals overcome the vice will simply point 
to the Kinsey scale to explain away success. But more recent scholarship has exposed Kinsey's 
work to be one of the most reprehensible intellectual frauds to be found in a century suffused 
with academic charlatanism. 

Kinsey's "estimate" that 10 percent of the population is homosexual has become 
canonized through repetition, but even within the realm of Kinsey's definitions, the 10 percent 
figure is inaccurate. What Kinsey actually said was that about 10 percent of the male population 
experiences homosexual impulses or engages in such behavior for at least three years between 
the ages of 16 and 55. It was Kinsey's belief that only four percent of the male population is, 
more or less, "permanently" homosexual. But even these figures are questionable, given other 
problems with Kinsey's methods. 

Kinsey's data base was badly tainted. His "research" included supervised episodes of 
child molestation. as well as "data" culled from the recollections of pedophiles; some of the 
"research" was adapted from child pornography. Of his 5,000 "researchers," 1,200 were 
ex-convicts, including child sex offenders. Additionally, Kinsey took measures to exclude 
traditionalists from his research team; it was his stated intention to depict the Judeo-Christian 
sexual ethic as outdated and unhealthy. 

In the August 30, 1991 issue of Science magazine, British neuroscientist Simon LeVay 
published a study purporting to illustrate a structural difference in the brains of homosexual 
males. LeVay had performed a survey in which he examined the brains of 41 cadavers: 19 of 
them had been homosexual males, 16 supposedly were heterosexual males, and the other six 
were heterosexual females. According to LeVay, the neuron cluster called INAH3 -- the portion 
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of the hypothalamus that supposedly governs sexual behavior -- is smaller in homosexual males 
than it is in heterosexuals. 

LeVay's study was immediately seized upon as "prooF' that homosexuality is an 
irreducible trait, like gender or skin color. However, there are many formidable problems with 
his research. First, LeVay was inspired to do the study by the death from AIDS of his former 
sexual companion; it is reasonable to suspect that he lacked the objectivity necessary to produce 
reliable scientific observations. Second, all of the homosexual subjects in his study had died of 
AIDS. and the disease may have altered their brain structures. Third, it is not clear that brain 
structure determines sexual behavior, rather than the other way around. Kenneth Klivington 
of the Salk Institute notes that a substantial body of evidence indicates that the brain reconfigures 
itself in response to experience. 

Additionally, LeVay knew nothing about the sexual histories of his subjects. He wasn't 
even certain that the "control" group was indeed heterosexual. Michael Botkin of the Bay Area 
Reporter (a homosexual himself) criticized this aspect of LeVay's research: 

It turns out that LeVay doesn't know anything about the sexual orientation of his control 

group, the 16 corpses "presumed heterosexual." A sloppy control like this is ... 

enough by itself to invalidate the study. LeVay's defense? He knows his controls 

are heterosexual because their brains are different from the [supposedly 

homosexual] corpses. Sorry, doctor; this is circular logic. You can use the sample 

to prove the theory or vice versa, but not both at the same time. 

Shortly after LeVay's survey saw print, a study conducted by Michael Bailey of 
Northwestern University and Richard Pillard of Boston University was released. Bailey and 
Pillard studied 56 identical twins, 54 fraternal twins, and 57 adoptive brothers. The researchers 
reported that 52 percent of the identical twins were homosexual, as opposed to 22 percent of the 
non-identical twins and 11 percent of the adoptive siblings. These findings are anything but 
definitive. Bailey and Pillard readily concede that "other factors, like social conditioning, may be 
important." Bailey estimates that the "degree of genetic contribution" to homosexuality could be 
anywhere from 30 to 70 percent. 

Furthermore, the study cannot account for the fact that 48 percent of the identical twins 
examined were heterosexual, an impossible outcome if genetics were decisive in the formation of 
"sexual preference." 

But the ambiguities and implausibilities of the Bailey/Pillard study were ignored in the 
haste to fortify the "gay rights" agenda. Bailey and Pillard contributed an op-ed column to the 
December 17, 1991 New York Times in which they disparaged "homophobes" and contended, 
"Regardless of what causes sexual orientation, there is no plausible justification for oppressing 
homosexuals." The Bailey/Pillard survey is best regarded as another example of a scientifically 
dubious effort to vindicate a political opinion. 

If the "findings" of Bailey and Pillard and LeVay are taken as conclusive proof that 
homosexuality is a sexual "orientation," we may be compelled to regard divorce as some type of 
"orientation" as well. In November 1992, psychologist Matt McGue of the University of 
Minnesota released a study that purported to establish a genetic role in divorce. Once we reject 
the concept of moral choice on behalf of some other rationale for human behavior, almost any 
behavior can be rationalized as involuntary. Determinism has never led to personal 
emancipation. 

Many who support homosexual "rights" are not enthusiastic about a genetic explanation 
for homosexuality. John D'Emilio, a history professor at the University of North Carolina and a 
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"gay rights" supporter, notes, "Gay rights advocates in Germany in the early 20th century argued 
tirelessly for a congenital explanation of homosexuality in the belief that it would promote 
tolerance. Their efforts came to naught after Hitler's rise to power, when the Nazis decided that 
these congenital defectives ought to be eliminated for the sake of the master race." 

The history of homosexuality suggests that the practice is not rooted in an immutable 
physical condition; rather, it is behavior that is both learned and optional, and it defies the tidy 
categories that are so commonly invoked in contemporary discussion. A more recent survey 
conducted by the Kinsey Institute discovered that 84 percent of homosexuals had changed their 
"sexual orientation" at least once; 32 percent had experienced a second shift; and 13 percent 
claimed no fewer than five changes of sexual "orientation." Apparently sexual "orientation" is 
quite protean for those who have been sexually "emancipated." 


Much of what is described as "education" about homosexuality is composed of undisguised 
efforts to recruit children into the "lifestyle." In the 1981 edition of his book Boys and Sex, 
Wardell Pomeroy, a former associate of Alfred Kinsey, urged young male students to believe 
that "From a purely biological standpoint ... it's reasonable to wonder why all boys don't engage 
in homosexual behavior." He continues: 

There are only two reasons why it might not always be desirable. One is that society 

disapproves of such behavior and a boy runs the risk of being censured or 

punished, perhaps severely, Privacy is essential. 

Clearly, Pomeroy -- who was quite familiar with Kinsey's findings -- does not consider 
homosexuality to be an ironclad "orientation," but rather a supposedly healthy experimental stage 
for most young people. He asserts, "A common misconception about homosexuality, often heard, 
is that 'some boys are born queer.' That probably isn't true ... when an individual is born, he has 
the ability to do anything sexually." In fact, according to Pomeroy, "All of us are potentially 
capable of doing every act imaginable...." 

Alyson publications, which offers such titles as Gloria Goes to Gay Pride, has also 
published One Teenager in Ten and Young, Gay and Proud for use by high school students. 
One Teenager in Ten urges teens to rebel against the values of their parents and experiment with 
homosexuality: 


We human beings are more fluid and flexible than society allows .... For 
instance, you may spend the first thirty years of life in gay relationships. Then you 
find yourself falling in love with a wonderful person from the opposite sex. Don't 
fight it. Rejoice in it. 
Such a suggestion is inexplicable if, as homosexual activists insist, sexual "orientation" is 
immutable. 

In the revisionist history favored by many homosexual "rights" activists and anthropologists, 
the traditional or "nuclear" family is depicted as a development associated with the Industrial 
Revolution rather than a natural arrangement necessary for civilized living. The conclusions of 
anthropologist Richley Crapo of Utah State University are typical of this school of thought. In a 
newspaper account published on February 27, 1992, Crapo's views were summarized: 

All industrialized countries, as they have developed centralized governments, have 
written laws to promote procreative sex. Those laws were to attain an end result. 
not to forbid certain behaviors for their own sake. "It made a lot of sense," Crapo 
explains, because government leaders realized that they would benefit by 
legislating for large families and consequently, a larger population. More babies 
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mean more consumers to buy business products, more taxpayers and a larger 
military force. 

So, laws have flourished to discourage even married couples from having 
non-procreative sex. Before 1890. there was no English word for homosexuality. 
But at that time, the birth rate in the U.S. had been steadily declining. so all states 
passed laws against non-procreative sex, resulting in the birth of homophobia 
Crapo's conclusions are not unique: they represent the party line of his profession. 


How do we account for the influence of the homosexual "rights" movement? By the most 
reliable estimate. homosexuals account for about two to three percent of the population. Even 
after one makes allowance for the fact that homosexuals as a group are wealthier and better 
educated than the general population, the sodomite lobby possesses little demographic clout. 
Therefore another explanation must be found for the steadily increasing influence of the 
homosexual "community." 

The abstract State has a permanent interest in the dissolution of the family. G.K. 
Chesterton once observed, "The ideal for which the family stands is liberty. It is the only 
institution that is at once necessary and voluntary. It is the only check on the state that is bound 
to renew itself as eternally as the state. and more naturally than the state." Thus the State 
constantly seeks to disrupt the sexual ethic through which the family is renewed: marital 
monogamy. This disruption is accomplished when the State encourages sexual libertinism of all 
varieties -- especially homosexuality, which is the most sterile of all sexual distractions. 

Few have explained this process better than Ira L. Reiss, the SIECUS-affiliated author of 
the book An End to Shame: Shaping Our Next Sexual Revolution. Reiss adumbrates coming 
developments in sexual indoctrination. He maintains that America should embrace the concept of 
"sexual pluralism" in order to harmonize America's mores with those of the rest of the world. 
Reiss states, "We don't need a majority of the nation in order to make significant changes in our 
society. We need only a small percentage of the population who are dedicated to promoting all of 
our sexual rights." 

He predicts that "the leaders of this sexual revolution of the 1990s will be the 
college-educated segment of our country. With these young people on our side we cannot lose." 
These new sexual Jacobins will be busy: "To build pluralism we must firmly root out the narrow 
thinking about sex that exists in all of our basic institutions: family, political, economic, religious 
and educational. We need to change our basic social institutional structure ..... If we work to 
make all this a reality, we can establish a true sexual democracy. In such a society all of us can 
achieve a much higher level of erotic well-being -- an ability to satisfy one's sexual interests 
without guilt or anxiety...." 

If shamelessness is the desired standard, no better example can be found than the 
homosexual "community," which is still characterized by rampant promiscuity -- even in the 
teeth of the AIDS plague. 

Reiss concludes his paean to concupiscence by declaring, "Sexual pluralism will be 
seen as an important step toward realizing the great social democracy we are striving to 
become." 

In that new "social democracy" (that is, socialist order), sex will be sundered from family 
obligations; children will become the collective property of the State, if only by default. That 
society will be relentlessly hostile to those who subscribe to Judeo-Christian principles, and quite 
generous to those who share Michael Swift's barbaric ambitions. 
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LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC A 
Private Affair 

The Tragedy of American Compassion, by Marvin Olasky, Washington, DC: Regnery 
Gateway, 1992, 299 pages, hardcover, $21.95. 

This book, by Professor Marvin Olasky of the University of Texas at Austin, is a history 
of sorts, one which chronicles the changing American approach towards what used to be called 
"charity" or "philanthropy." He seeks to show that, from the moment our forebears first stepped 
foot on this continent, they sought to ameliorate the sufferings of their fellow men, to assure that 
no one in their communities remained in want, and to restore those whose lives were disrupted 
by personal tragedy to a useful. productive state. This sentiment was only natural given the fact 
that these hardy ancestors of ours were deeply religious men and women who took very seriously 
the scriptural commandments to feed the hungry, clothe the naked, and give shelter to those in 
need. 

We must observe that this is precisely the opposite of what modern liberals and socialists 
would have us believe. They pretend that until their governmental programs were launched in 
recent decades, the destitute and those not capable of helping themselves were left to their own 
devices. Nothing, of course, could be further from the truth. 

Ministering to the Needy 

Shortly after the Pilgrims landed at Plymouth in 1620, their small band was struck by 
severe illness. Only a tiny handful in the group remained sufficiently healthy to assist the others, 
and that is what they did. To the point of risking their own health, they struggled to help their 
neighbors. They cut wood, lit fires, cooked food, washed clothes, fed and dressed the invalids, 
and worked day and night until the crisis was over. During subsequent years, as villages and 
towns grew, Americans continued to help their neighbors when difficulties appeared. Should 
children be orphaned or women be widowed, there were always families that would take them in 
and make them part of their own households. 

Dr. Olasky notes, however, that in times past Americans discriminated in these matters. 
When able-bodied folk were too lazy to work, "it was considered perfectly appropriate to 
pressure them to change their minds." The same view was taken. he says, regarding those who 
led scandalous lives and refused to alter their ways. In both cases, refusing to take cognizance of 
these failings of human nature would only have served to reinforce bad habits. Indeed, to ignore 
such questions would have encouraged individuals to continue in unproductive, destructive, and 
sinful ways, to the detriment of the whole community. 

It goes without saying that welfare in early America was a private affair, as it remained 
until relatively recently. In the 19th century large charitable organizations, most often 
church-sponsored, became the norm. Though these were wholly financed through private 
donations, they could boast of numerous, remarkable successes. One writer of that time 
expressed his amazement when he learned that in Boston, 500 families each year volunteered to 
take into their homes women who had become "broken down with drink, or with worse devils" 
in order to give them another chance at a decent life. Another observer told of seeing derelicts 
turned into steady workers and wrote that their "foul homes, where dirty bundles of straw had 
been their only bed, gradually become clean and respectable; hard faces grow patient and gentle, 
oaths and foul words give place to quiet speech." The New York Children's Aid Society, entirely 
alone, placed 70,000 children in permanent homes during the late 19th century. Such successes, 
we discover in this work, were widespread over the entire country. 

Distinctive Differences 
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Apart from what we have already mentioned, what, we may ask, distinguishes the charity 
of earlier ages from that of the late 20th century? Olasky cites "seven marks of compassion" as 
the fundamental difference between then and now. These marks he lists as follows: affiliation, 
bonding, categorization, discernment, employment, freedom, and belief in God. Though all of 
them are of inestimable value to those who wish to understand the proper meaning of charity, as 
opposed to its contemporary collectivistic substitute, we shall now examine only the last two. 

To our great-grandparents and their parents, the word "freedom" meant something quite 
different from the popularized definitions of today, which tend to equate this word with 
government-mandated programs, entitlements, and the mindless cant of radical egalitarianism. 
Freedom of speech, freedom to worship according to one's conscience, and the other 
constitutional freedoms, needless to say, were essential. In the economic sphere, however, the 
term "freedom" indicated that America was a land in which one had opportunities to advance 
oneself through personal initiative and hard work. One could "get a foot on the lowest rung of 
the ladder," as Olasky puts it, something not always possible in other countries where one had to 
pay bribes, to know the "right people," to meet certain arbitrary qualifications, to pay 
confiscatory taxes, and the like. It was accepted without question then that, without the 
opportunity to make a better life, commensurate with one's own talents and skills, then charity 
would not be charitable at all and welfare, which is derived from the notion to fare well, would 
become a ridiculous, pathetic, and nearly criminal contradiction in terms. 

As Americans of previous generations viewed it, charity without genuine freedom leads 
inevitably to a pathology of dependency that cripples the individual and eats away at the 
underpinnings of the structures of family life and society. The author refers to this as 
"enslavement to the charity of governmental or private masters," and that is exactly what it is. 
Should any readers doubt it, a short visit to one of the growing American urban slums -- those 
most characteristic and enduring products ofthe modern welfare state -- will quickly disabuse 
them of their folly. 

The Father of Compassion 

The other mark of compassion which we will consider is one that has, unbelievably, 
become controversial in our time: God. Imagine stepping before a gathering of ultra-liberal 
social workers and telling them, as a charity magazine told its readers in 1904, that "true 
philanthropy must take into account spiritual as well as physical needs." Liberals, of' course, 
would be incensed by the "bigotry" of such a statement. Nevertheless, that idea was central in 
earlier centuries. Olasky remarks that Americans of the past read the Bible regularly, and for that 
reason they "did not see God as a sugar-daddy who merely felt sorry for people in distress. They 
saw God showing compassion while demanding change, and they tried to do the same." The poor 
and destitute were reminded always, the author notes, that they were made by God, that God 
loved them, and that God held high expectations for them. Their own individual determination 
and God's grace were the twin necessities for reforming themselves and creating a more 
prosperous life. 

We may summarize by saying that old-style charity sought to attack the causes of 
destitution, while still providing for the short-term needs of those it assisted. Above all, it 
avoided debilitating dependency. Moreover, it was not tainted by naive utopianism that blames 
society, that exonerates every individual of responsibility for the mistakes he has made, and that 
looks to a great socialistic leveling as the wave of the future. 

The "Great Society" 
The Tragedy of American Compassion documents the declivitous march from older, 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


healthier concepts about philanthropy to the ruinous, bloated welfare monstrosity of today. This 
descent began with calls, in the early part of this century, to "professionalize" charitable 
activities for the sake of efficiency. There were insistent demands that recipients no longer be 
"stigmatized." The ultimate culmination of this mentality was reached during President Lyndon 
Johnson's "Great Society" legislation in the 1960s. Many welfare programs existed from the 
Roosevelt era, but most Americans resisted the siren song of socialism. With Johnson, attitudes 
changed and our country has not been the same since. 

The key to this basic change, Dr. Olasky writes, is the new way in which those receiving 
welfare benefits view themselves. Before the Johnson years, to take government handouts had an 
element of humiliation attached to it. This feeling acted, to some extent anyway, as a deterrent to 
prevent the rise of a permanent welfare class. 

But the Johnson program added a new and potent ingredient to the mix, one that made it 
toxic in the extreme. "Neighborhood service centers," funded by the Office of Economic 
Opportunity, opened throughout the country and devoted their efforts primarily to encouraging 
more and more people to get on the government dole. These centers propagandized the poor with 
the theory that welfare payments are a basic right and, as the author comments, "tokens of 
freedom that should be seized with a bulldog grip." Olasky writes: "The centers were a mainstay 
of what the New York Times called 'a new philosophy of social welfare,’ one that 'seeks to 
establish the status of welfare benefits as rights, based on the notion that everyone is entitled to a 
share of the common wealth.' The goal was material goods for all without regard to the causes of 
destitution." 

In short order, when the "War on Poverty" failed to win a single victory, and when the 
"Great Society" failed to materialize, people whose expectations had been raised, and who had 
been indoctrinated with the thought that society owed them a living, became restive and sullen. 
Cities were set ablaze and crime statistics rose to unprecedented heights. That, approximately, is 
where we stand today. 

If our nation has really entered the "post-Christian" era, then present-day methods for 
dealing with poverty, methods that treat people like numbers or "like animals in the zoo at 
feeding time," as the author so aptly states, are probably apropos. If this is so then, slowly but 
surely, the welfare state will wreck more and more families, undermine neighborhoods, build 
huge reservoirs of despair, nihilism, and hatred, and finally consume the society that, with 
misplaced pride, thought that it could replace biblical teachings with numberless pages from 
welfare regulations manuals. If, on the other hand, this is still a Christian nation, as Americans 
once firmly believed that it was, then we must strive to throttle, once and for all, the runaway 
leviathan of welfarism and return to the ways of our forefathers. 

Professor Olasky's new book is a work of first-rate scholarship. It is thoroughly 
documented and furnishes humane, logical answers to problems which must be solved, and soon. 
For unless they are, they will surely pull us all into a morass from which we may never be 
permitted to escape. 

-- FR. JAMES THORNTON 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Forsaken in 
the Gulag 

Soldiers of Misfortune: Washington's Secret Betrayal of American POWs in the Soviet 
Union, by Jim Sanders, Mark Sauter, and R. Cort Kirkwood, Washington, DC: National Press 
Books, 1992, 352 pages, hardcover, $23.95. 

Prisoner of war dealings, which can be sticky even in the best of circumstances, get even 
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more entangled when involving secret dispositions between pragmatic leaders willing to sacrifice 
their own soldiers for the sake of convenience and heartless dictatorships. Now, it is no secret 
that the Soviet Union has never sneezed at the torture, imprisonment, and deaths of several 
millions of its own charges. Making compacts with such executioners is perilous, especially 
when involving non-Soviet lives, lot whom there is even less sympathy. But not so well-known, 
in the West. is how the U.S. government (and the British too, among others) preferred, when 
push came to shove, to leave behind its own men rather than to offend the dictators. 

For the sake of appeasement, the West even rounded up and returned a multitude -- many 
not even POWs -- to Stalin so he could imprison or kill them, against the wish that he would 
send back our men after World War II. That's what allies do, right? 

Before and After Yalta 

The authors of Soldiers of Misfortune, three journalists who have come at this topic from 
different directions for some years, have uncovered details about a secret codicil of the February 
1945 Yalta Agreement that provided that the U.S. and British would return to the USSR Soviet 
citizens who were in the West. 

However, even before Yalta, shiploads of Soviets from both the U.S. and Britain had 
been sent back to the horrible fate everyone knew awaited them in the Soviet Union. More 
forcible repatriations would be forthcoming from the West after that Big Three summit on the 
Black Sea. 

One of the pioneers on the topic of Operation Keelhaul -- which was the ominously 
accurate code designation that the U.S. Army gave to its top secret record on forcible repatriation 
to Stalin of millions of POWs and displaced persons -- was the late historian Julius Epstein. It is 
surprising that, with all the valuable classified information they unearthed, the authors of 
Soldiers of Misfortune did not make appropriate reference to Epstein's work, including his 
documentation of the appalling repatriation in the summer of 1945 of some 154 Cossacks from 
Fort Dix, New Jersey, in an extended episode that involved small-arms fire, beatings, tear-gas, 
three suicides, and the eventual drugging of the war prisoners who were finally shipped from 
New York. 

Other brutal incidents took place in Europe, including the delivery of men fighting Stalin 
under General Andrei Vlasov of the Russian Liberation Army, soldiers who had been invited to 
surrender to the Allies and promised they would not be returned to the hated Soviets. Such 
episodes, the authors of the book under review note, have been kept under wraps in the West. 

Not so behind the Iron Curtain, where publicity of Western double-dealing fits the Reds' 
propaganda perfectly. In 1955, when 200 or so broken former emigres and Vlasov troops were 
freed from concentration camps, a communist newspaper reported they were "forgiven." But, 
said the Red account, "the English and American bayonets, truncheons, machine guns and tanks 
used against them will never be forgotten. No Russian will ever forget Lienz, Dachau, Plattling, 
Toronto, and other places of extradition, including New York. And they must never be forgotten. 
It is a lesson all Russians must learn well. For it shows that you cannot trust the capitalist states 
in future." 

Dealing with the Devil 

It is the contention of the authors that the U.S. and Britain in effect abrogated the Yalta 
Agreement by not returning all Soviets to Stalin. Churchill, they maintain, was stepping up a 
Cold War effort against Moscow for which he would require some of the anti-communist troops 
that should have been handed back. Stalin responded by not carrying out his end of the bargain -- 
keeping some 23,500 Americans known to have been alive in Soviet-held territory. A major 
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hostage crisis, involving American and British POWS, was precipitated, albeit quietly. 

Yet, why presume that Stalin would have been honorable about returning the men in the 
first place? Not only did the West make a disastrous settlement at Yalta, the Soviets broke its 
provisions at will. Even if dealing with the devil -- as Churchill once compared the alliance with 
Stalin -- one is a fool (or worse) if he sticks by a promise while the other party scorns it. 
Nonetheless, even if one grants the authors' reasoning for the actions of Stalin, it doesn't mitigate 
the guilt of the American officials who knew that the Soviets held our men but did nothing about 
it. 

U.S. and British officials knew what to expect. As Harold Macmillan, later British prime 
minister, wrote in his diary in May 1945, concerning the Cossacks in British hands: "To hand 
them over is condemning them to slavery, torture, and probably death. To refuse is deeply to 
offend the Russians, and incidentally break the Yalta agreement. We have decided to hand them 
over." 

FDR did his bit for supposed ally Stalin, too. After repeated communist obstructions, 
when it became apparent that Moscow wasn't going to send several thousand of our men back 
from Poland, Roosevelt responded (as quoted by the authors): "NO repeat NO retaliatory action 
will be taken by U.S. forces for Soviet refusal to meet our desires with regard to American 
contact teams and aid for American personnel liberated by Russian forces." 

Reports of Americans in the Gulag after World War II leaked out, but were constantly put 
down by the U.S. government. A couple of the messages about Americans being held near 
Tamboy, north of Stalingrad, are noted in Soldiers of Misfortune but, as the authors relate, "a 
thorough search of State Department files reveals no effort to obtain the release of these men. 
The presence of U.S. POWs in that camp was confirmed by the Russian government in June 
1992." 

Left After the Korean War 

Having agreed to a precedent in favor of forced repatriation after World War II, U.S. 
officials were not eager to repeat it after the Korean War, and large numbers of anti-communist 
troops were permitted to remain out of the hands of their former Red masters. Nevertheless, the 
communists still held back hundreds, if not more, of American prisoners. As late as 1992, the 
Pentagon insisted it had no evidence that any Americans were taken to the Soviet Union as 
prisoners in the Korean War. Yet, a 1953 secret Pentagon report found credible accounts that 
U.S. prisoners being transported from Korea to the USSR "came in great volume through the 
earlier months of the war." 

Not only did Washington believe such reports, but officials recommended that they be 
kept hidden from the American public. For example, an assistant secretary of defense wrote to 
the State Department in 1955: "There is also evidence based upon radar plots and intercepted 
voice messages, as well as upon the recovery of casualties, that a small number of Air Force 
crews ... are probably held by the Soviet Union .... Your attention is again invited to the 
undesirability of providing any information through any source which might lead the next of kin 
of these armed forces personnel discussed herein to assume or believe that these personnel might 
still be alive and held unless the communists are prepared at some point to document such 
information." 

A 1955 document from the Defense Advisory Committee on Prisoners of War, part of 
which is reproduced in Soldiers of Misfortune, states that the "problem becomes almost a 
philosophical one. If we are 'at war,' cold, hot or otherwise, casualties and losses must be 
expected and perhaps we must learn to live with this type of thing. If we are in fifty years of 
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peripheral 'fire fights' we may be forced to adopt a rather cynical attitude on this for political 
reasons ." 

Dwight Eisenhower -- who had also taken a major part in Operation Keelhaul during 
World War II -- knew that perhaps thousands of Americans had been sent to the Soviet Union 
from Korea, having been personally briefed in 1955 by Colonel Philip Corso, (who testified not 
long ago to this effect before the Senate Select Committee on POW/MIA Affairs). Corso, citing 
among other evidence an eyewitness account of a defector who had seen a trainload of 400 
Americans going to the USSR, reported to Ike about the men, surmised that they would not 
survive, and recommended that their fate be hidden. Eisenhower agreed, reported Corso, saying, 
"I think you're right. accept your recommendation ..... Thank you colonel, you did a fine job." 
The report, said Corso, "could never be made public and it never was." 

Red China was another destination for some of our men -- forgotten men during what has 
been called the "Forgotten War." In Manchuria, the Los Angeles Times reported in July 1992, 
U.S. prisoners were executed after being subjected to horrible medical experimentation, tests on 
pain resistance said to have been supervised by the Soviets. Others went to Siberia. As reported 
by the authors, intelligence from the Combined Command for Reconnaissance Activities, Korea 
(CCRAK) "on one rail shipment of 63 Americans to the Siberian city of Chita was so strong the 
Air Force 'tmmediately called off any air strikes in that corridor so the train wouldn't be bombed,' 
said retired Army intelligence officer Mel Gile." 

Cold War and Indochina 

Other sections in this treasure trove of research deal with men who fell victim to the Cold 
War and to the hot war in Southeast Asia. Indeed, Russian President Boris Yeltsin blew the cover 
off American denials when he admitted that aviators were held in psychiatric prisons during the 
1950s, and that POWs from the Vietnam War had been transferred to the USSR. Not all 
Americans who tell into Soviet hands were fliers or on the front lines; some were kidnapped. 
Such methods, recount the authors, "also serviced as a handy method of collecting intelligence 
and scientific information. Staffers of a special Soviet intelligence section used Russian agents 
and foreign criminals to abduct Nazis, war criminals, anti-communist activists, Soviet defectors. 
scientists and intelligence agents." 

During and after the war in Indochina, the cover-ups continued. National Security 
Agency analysts have tracked Americans who were taken both to the Soviet Union and Red 
China and never heard from again. One such analyst, Jerry Mooney, described an electronic 
warfare aircraft, which would have been a prize for Soviet intelligence, shot down over Laos in 
1973, from which the U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency later claimed there were no survivors. 
Mooney knew differently and so apparently did the DIA. 

"My section received, analyzed, evaluated, and formally reported the shoot-down of the 
EC-47 aircraft in Laos," Mooney is quoted as saying. "Based upon the enemy messages which 
we collected there were at least five to seven survivors who were identified as Americans and 
transported to North Vietnam. I personally wrote the message that these men had been captured 
alive. In secure phone conversations with the Defense Intelligence Agency we were in total 
agreement that these were the crew members of the downed EC-47Q." Nevertheless, the names 
of four, which were on a list to be handed to Hanoi for accounting, were pulled at the last 
moment at Pentagon orders. They haven't come home. 

After bringing their copious research up to date, and even after noting that National 
Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft, on White House stationery, ordered the National Archives not 
to release a 36-year-old document, and after a top official on POW/MIA matters ordered 
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materials not to be given to the authors (files that the Pentagon admitted are concerned with U.S. 
POWs sent from Indochina to the Soviet Union), the authors shy away from using the term 
conspiracy. "Some Americans," as they put it, "believe that a small group in the U.S. government 
has engaged in a complicated long-term conspiracy to write off our nation's POWs. We disagree. 
We believe the truth is even more awful. It was political expediency and indifference -- not 
conspiracy -- that shaped the government's cover-up of U.S. prisoners in the Soviet Union." 

If, after yeoman investigative work and mounds of evidence showing there were secret 
machinations afoot that benefited the communists and were covered up from disclosure, the word 
conspiracy still goes down hard with the authors -so be it. Whether they use the term or not, it 
fits. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


Service or Slavery? 

The idea of forced labor for American students is rapidly gaining ground among our 
politicians. "Maryland recently became the first state to require all students to perform 
community service as a price of being allowed to graduate," Loren E. Lomasky reports in the 
November 1992 issue of Liberty. 

Lomasky observes that requiring mandatory community service (MCS)is "blatantly 
contradictory," and argues that such forced lessons in civics will likely teach students "how to 
get by on the cheap"-- doing as little as possible to satisfy the minimum requirement (preparing 
them, perhaps, for careers as government bureaucrats). 

Lomasky believes that the concept of MCS positions government to determine what is 
and what is not true community service. Theoretically, "public schools are required to display 
neutrality toward the diverse conceptions of the good held by the citizenry. Unlike private 
parties, they are not at liberty to adopt partisan positions on disputed issues of religion, politics, 
or morals. In practice, of course, neutrality is often strained." (Box 1167, Port Townsend, WA 
98368) 

Genesis II 

The Fall 1992 issue of the Inter-Collegiate Review is devoted to the subject of 
"Technology and Ethics in a Brave New World Order." In the article "Second Genesis: The 
Biotechnical Revolution," Andrew Kimbrell deals with the ethical problems created by advances 
in biomedical technology, writing: 

There is little reason to hope that current government agencies, themselves the product of 

a spiritually impoverished enlightenment liberal culture, will recant from the 

development and use of technologies that encode their basic beliefs, and begin 

constructing technologies resonant to a sacred view of life. 

Hope can only come from a revived conservatism. Kimbrell asserts, "Clearly, the 
major force behind reshaping our technological future and limiting biotechnology will have to be 
those whose religious and cultural beliefs respect the sacred over the efficient. those who see life 
not as a commodity but as a divine gift." (Intercollegiate Studies Institute, 14 South Bryn Mawr 
Ave., Bryn Mawr, PA 19010) 

Reviewing the Commandments 

The December issue of Chronicles takes a look at the foundation of life: the Ten 
Commandments. A number of conservatives analyze the Decalogue. 

Thomas Molnar comments on the law as "an immeasurable depth of wisdom, whose 
exploration occupied the life of a Pascal and a Chesterton." The first commandment, notes 
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Molnar, "contradicts the principal human tendency of locating the divine in ourselves." As for 
graven images: "The more dangerous idols we currently worship are more subtle in their 
intolerance: science, history, a way of life, this or that cause like progress, utopia, an ism." 

Rockford Institute President Allan Carlson notes the consequences of honoring parents, 
as well as of ignoring them: 

The ties between generations ... defined the duties and expectations of individuals and 

spun a web of protection against the ambitions of potentates. 

Carlson traces the cause behind America's collapsing families to the rise of public schools 
in the 1840s, compulsory education, child labor laws, and Social Security -- all of which 
represent "government's steady appropriation of ever more family functions." 

Dr. Murray Rothbard offers his gloss on the capitalist commandment: 

The commandment did not say: "Thou shalt not steal. unless thou feelest that thy need is 

greater than the owners." Neither did the commandment say: "Thou shaft not 

steal, unless thou really needest the money." 

What the commandment does is to call "into profound question the entire existence of the 
modern welfare state. For God also did not say, 'Thou shalt not steal, unless thou is a legislator or 
a duly certified official of the state.' There are no exceptions to or exemptions in this 
commandment." (The Rockford Institute, 934 N. Main St., Rockford, IL 61103) 

Metropolitan Moles 

The December issue of Religion and Democracy contains the article "What's the Truth 
about the WCC and the KGB?" What recently released documents seem to indicate is that the 
World Council of Churches had significant communist infiltration and that this contributed to 
their theological effeteness. Say authors Stan DeBoe and Kent Hill: 

Many internal factors may have contributed to the WCC's failure -- a naive optimism 

about socialism, an antipathy toward Western economic and political systems, a 

one-sided focus on the threat of nuclear weapons. But there were external factors 

as well. And one was the influence of the KGB. 

That influence is substantiated, DeBoe and Hill suggest, by "unequivocal evidence that 
many members of the Russian Orthodox clergy, including important hierarchs, were viewed by 
Soviet authorities as agents of the KGB. The same was true of other Christian denominations and 
religious groups." The term "agents" should be broadly interpreted to mean paid as well as 
coerced and reluctant informers. 

This infiltration is shown to have influenced voting by delegates at World Council 
conventions, watering down votes to the KGB's liking. (Institute on Religion and Democracy, 
1331 H Street NW, Suite 900, Washington, DC 20005-4706) . 

-- JAMES L. SAUER 


CULTURAL CURRENTS The Price ofa 
Moral Stand 
During the last election, Colorado voters approved Amendment 2, which forbids state and 

local governments to treat homosexuals as a protected class. No Colorado resident has been 
deprived of constitutional rights as a result of the amendment; the measure is simply a rebuke to 
the unconstitutional practice of assigning "rights" to favored groups -- in this case. homosexuals. 
Will Perkins of Colorado for Family Values, which sponsored the amendment, explains, "Our 
objective has never been to discriminate. Our position is that sexual orientation is not an 
acceptable criterion for special rights." 

Left Reaction 
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The institutional left reacted to the passage of Amendment 2 in predictable fashion: It 
undertook to impose sanctions upon the state. Several large conventions planned for Colorado 
were canceled. The city governments of Philadelphia and Atlanta enacted measures banning 
purchases of Colorado products and forbidding city employees to travel to Colorado on business. 
The 1993 National Conference of Mayors had been planned for Denver: following the enactment 
of Amendment 2 the event's organizers announced plans to select a different location. Disciples 
of political correctness also demanded a boycott of Colorado's ski industry, which generates $1.2 
billion in consumer spending and $113 million in local tax revenue every year. 

Hollywood's elite joined the chorus of Colorado's critics. Speaking at a November 18th 
Hollywood AIDS benefit. Barbra Streisand urged a Hollywood boycott of Colorado: "We must 
now say clearly that the moral climate there is no longer acceptable, and if we're asked to, we 
must refuse to play where they discriminate: 

Once the warm glow of self-adulation given off by Streisand's speech dimmed, 
Hollywood remembered that Colorado is a favorite vacation spot for many entertainers. 
Although Hollywood can look kindly upon sexual depravity, it is invincibly committed to the 
sanctity of its leisure activities, and many in Hollywood were less than enthusiastic about the 
prospect of canceling holiday vacation plans. In addition. several celebrities who live in Aspen 
protested that Streisand's proposed boycott would injure those who had voted against 
Amendment 2. 

Faced with the unexpected disapproval of her peers, Streisand did what any devout 
humanist does when snared in a moral predicament -- she lied. In a statement released on 
November 24th, Streisand chirped, "I have not called for a boycott." Unfortunately for Streisand, 
her November 18th speech had been captured on videotape and broadcast to the nation. 

The Media Campaign 

The Establishment media has attempted to link passage of Amendment 2 to murkily 
alleged anti-homosexual "hate crimes." The November 23rd issue of Newsweek reported, "Many 
activists see the vote as tacitly sanctioning gay bashing ...._ If Colorado is any example, such 
initiatives [as Amendment 2] could trigger ugly consequences." The story ended on a 
melodramatic note intended to illustrate the alleged "ugly consequences": "A day after the vote, a 
man dying of AIDS wrote a note saying, 'I refuse to live in a state where a few people can, at 
will, make my life a living hell.' Then he killed himself." 

Newsweek was too busy peddling pathos to inform its readers that Marty Booker, the 
young man who killed himself. was a seriously troubled individual who had tried to kill himself 
twice before. His former boss informed the Denver Post that Booker "had a lot of problems other 
than Amendment 2; he was generally unstable." 

Booker's suicide received national attention in the press. The December Ist desecration of 
Denver's Basilica of the Immaculate Conception by AIDS activists did not. The likeness of the 
Virgin Mary was disfigured with red paint and the Basilica was littered with condoms; billboards 
bearing the likeness of Pope John Paul Il were also vandalized. Responsibility for these gestures 
of hatred was claimed in an anonymous phone call to the Denver Post: "Today is World AIDS 
Day. as you know. We've made a statement at six sites." Although it did not directly claim 
responsibility for the acts, the Denver chapter of ACTUP described the incident as a 
manifestation of justified "rage." 

Even as they battle the political demands of the homosexual lobby, supporters of 
Amendment 2 have consistently denounced incidents of anti-homosexual violence and 
harassment. The homosexual lobby, by way of contrast, believes that the desecration of religious 
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sites is an acceptable form of protest. Guess which side the media depicts as the purveyors of 
"hate"? 
Campaign Against Christianity 

Many in the media are doing their level best to arouse hostility against conservative 
Christians in Colorado. The November 15th issue of the Denver Post depicted Colorado Springs 
(the home of Colorado for Family Values, as well as James Dobson's Focus on the Family and 
other conservative groups) as a community that has been polarized by the presence of 
Evangelical Christians. A December 13th Associated Press story embroidered this idea, reporting 
that some Colorado Springs residents regard the Evangelicals as "a threat to the city's cultural 
diversity, schools and civil liberties." A third article, written by Alan Gottlieb and Virginia 
Culver and distributed by the Religious News Service, described the atmosphere in the city as 
"oppressive" and "stifling" and drew a none-too-subtle parallel between the influence of the 
conservative activists and the effects of environmental pollution. According to Gottlieb and 
Culver, "Those opposed [to the Evangelicals] represent a broad spectrum: Protestants, Jews, 
stalwart Republicans, educators and business people." 

Ironically, some Evangelical organizations moved to Colorado Springs in response to 
economic incentives developed by the city government, which sought to attract large, 
non-industrial business to the area. The religious organizations provide thousands of jobs to the 
city without polluting the environment. Amendment 2 could not have passed without support 
from a "broad spectrum" of interests within the state's electorate. But through the boycott and the 
media campaign against Colorado, the Establishment is telling the state, in no uncertain terms, 
that it must suppress its conservative Christian element and curb its appetite for unauthorized 
acts of self-government. 

One Denver radio talk show host predicts that Colorado may soon witness open 
persecution of Evangelical Christians. Such a development is not unlikely, and if it comes it will 
be ignored by the custodians of "compassion." 

-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


EDUCATION A "Rhodie" in the 
White House 

By now everybody knows that President Bill Clinton is a Rhodes Scholar, a member of 
that select cadre of exalted Oxonian intellectuals whose celebrated cerebral prowess, civic 
commitment, and genteel culture destine them for distinguished accomplishment and top 
leadership, no matter what career paths they choose. Anxious to divert attention from charges of 
draft dodging and other character flaws. Mr. Clinton's ideological soulmates in the media have 
been much inclined to focus on his purported intelligence and Oxford pedigree. Thus, for 
example, during the President-elect's Little Rock economic conference and media extravaganza 
in December, pundits and participants alike praised Clinton's "brilliance" and expressed awe at 
his depth of knowledge and his grasp of both theory and policy. 

Influential "Rhodies" 

When it comes to politics, "Rhodies" had already made a notable impression on the 
American landscape long before November 1992. As the Los Angeles Times has reported: 
"American Rhodes Scholars have produced three U.S. Supreme Court justices (John Marshall 
Harlan, Byron White, David Souter); six U.S. senators (J. William Fullbright of Arkansas, 
Richard Lugar of Indiana, Paul Sarbanes of Maryland, David L. Boren of Oklahoma, Larry 
Pressler of South Dakota and Bill Bradley of New Jersey); a speaker of the U.S. House of 
Representatives (Carl Albert of Oklahoma); two U.S. governors (Clinton and Richard F. Celeste 
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of Ohio); a secretary of state (Dean Rusk); a chief of the CIA (Stansfield Turner); a top-level 
presidential adviser (Walt W. Rostow); one singer-songwriter-movie star (Kris Kristofferson); 
and a host of achievers in the fields of law, business, education, medicine, science and the arts." 

"Indeed," noted the Times' Charles T. Powers in a lengthy article on December Ist, "the 
election of a U.S. President was about the only niche still vacant in the distinguished list of 
achievements notched up by former Rhodes Scholars." But with the election of Clinton, says 
Powers, "the Rhodes Scholars have got themselves --at last! -- an American President, a man 
destined to be (if he isn't already) the most famous former Rhodie of them all." 

It goes much further than that, however. Not only have "they" got "their" man in the 
White House, the Clinton retinue features other Rhodies in positions of prominence. They 
include: Clinton's Oxford classmate Robert B. Reich, the Harvard political economy guru and the 
Administration's designee to head the Labor Department; Ira Magaziner, another economic 
adviser and a Clinton classmate at Oxford: R. James Woolsey, nominated to head the CIA; Bruce 
Reed, the Clinton campaign issues director; and campaign spokesman George Stephanopoulos. 
Congressman Les Aspin (D-W]), Clinton's choice to head Defense, while not a "Rhodie," is an 
Oxford alumnus. 

Rules of the Game 

The Rhodes scholarships, which provide at least two years of study at England's Oxford 
University in any field of the scholar's choice, are, arguably, the most prestigious and coveted 
prizes in all of academe. Established at the turn of the century in the last three of the fabulously 
wealthy Cecil Rhodes' seven wills, the scholarships were to be given without regard to race or 
creed. But they were limited to men -- until, that is, the British Sex Discrimination Act of 1975 
caused the Rhodes Scholarship Trust to change the will. Admission of "the fairer sex" as Rhodes 
scholars began in 1976. In 1992, women accounted for half of the 32 scholarships allotted 
annually to the United States. 

The scholarships are given to students of countries that were formerly part of the British 
Empire, including Canada, Australia, New Zealand, India, and Pakistan. The United States and 
Germany are also included. Candidates from the U.S. must be American citizens 18 to 24 years 
of age, single, with at least junior standing in college. Scholastic achievement, character, 
leadership qualities, and physical vigor, usually exemplified by accomplishment in sports, are the 
winning attributes most often cited of the recipients. Cecil Rhodes' biographer Sarah G. Millin, 
cited other traits. Referring to the characteristics most desirable in Rhodes Scholars, Millin wrote 
that Rhodes "defines them with that defensive cynicism of the romantic, as: smugness, brutality, 
unctuous rectitude, and tact." 

Frank Aydelotte, American secretary to the Rhodes trustees, wrote in American Rhodes 
Scholarships of the Americans selected for the great honor: "If he has the capacity for 
assimilation, if he can become a part of what he meets, he may return from Oxford to the United 
States a citizen of the world." But Aydelotte was writing to obfuscate and conceal, not to reveal. 
Rhodes was not interested in spending his fortune merely to promote slobbery sentimentalism 
about universal brotherhood. He had grander and more concrete aspirations. As biographer 
Millin put it: "The government of the world was Rhodes' simple desire." 

Seeds of Socialism 

That "simple desire" had been firmly implanted in Rhodes' bosom at Oxford by John 
Ruskin. Ensconced as the first Slade Professor of Fine Arts at Oxford in 1870, Ruskin's influence 
reached to all corners of the earth and is still widely felt, though seldom recognized, today. "He 
hit Oxford like an earthquake," wrote historian Carroll Quigley, "not so much because he talked 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


about fine arts, but because he talked also about the empire and England's downtrodden masses, 
and above all because he talked about all three of these things as moral issues." Tolstoy regarded 
him as one of the greatest minds of any time or nation. Gandhi carried his message to India. G.B. 
Shaw and his Fabian Socialist confreres popularized Ruskin's thought worldwide. 

Wolfgang Kemp, in his acclaimed biography of Ruskin, The Desire of My Eyes, writes 
that "if we consider all the concrete reforms proposed by Ruskin which in fact were finally 
carried out, we may feel that he was one of the most successful social theorists of the nineteenth 
century. Government-run education, vocational training centers, fixed minimum wages, support 
and retraining for the unemployed, old-age pensions, government quality controls on goods, 
work-creation schemes...." 

These statist fixtures -- and more -are his legacy. He was indeed "successful" -- in sowing 
the seeds of socialism with the help of some of the world's great fortunes. 

Some of Ruskin's most revolutionary social and political writings are to be found in his 
self-published newsletter Fors Clavigera. In one issue he wrote: "For, indeed, I am myself a 
Communist of the old school -- reddest also of the red." Professor Wolfgang Kemp explains 
Ruskin's "old school communism" as "an agrarian communism of the kind advocated by Thomas 
More, from whose Utopia Ruskin liberally quotes -- combined with authoritarian power 
structures." 

Fors Clavigera, notes Kemp, "was also the circular letter of a utopian society, the Guild 
of St. George, which Ruskin had rounded to help him create this ideal system." Like the 
communes of Robert Owen and other utopians who had preceded him, Ruskin's "ideal" 
communes failed miserably. With an arrogance typical of his kind, however, he did not question 
the false dogmas and assumptions of his own faulty world view. Of course not; it was the world 
-society and civilization -- that was all wrong. Ruskin's struggle in Fors Clavigera, says Kemp, 
"was the war of one against the world," the work of an author "who fought for a redistribution of 
society's wealth." 

The Oxford seer's newsletter, says Kemp, "is also a chronicle of ongoing destruction. The 
skies are getting darker, the glaciers melting, and Scotland's rivers have so much oil in them that 
they can be set on fire." It seemed to Ruskin that everywhere he cast his eyes "the energies of 
mankind are devoted all around me to the pollution of skies and the desolation of fields." 

Ruskin was one of the early ecological doomsdayers and technophobes who saw in the 
industrial revolution only evil. His pseudo-scientific meteorological study, The Storm-Cloud of 
the Nineteenth Century (1884), predicting cataclysmic environmental retribution for man's 
violation of Mother Nature, were appropriately dismissed by the press and the scientific world as 
the rantings of a bedlamite. They were, after all, written largely during the latter period of his life 
when he was lapsing in and out of bouts of insanity. Equally mad ravings today from Amory 
Lovins, Barry Commoner, Stephen Schneider, Al Gore, and a host of other Chicken Littles are 
met with hosannahs from a doting press. 

In Ruskin we also see the forerunner of today's industry-bashing, pantheist, Gaia 
worshipping apocalyptics. "Fors [Clavigera] has been called Ruskin's Apocalypse," writes 
Kemp. "The form and content of Fors were dictated by the insight that hell is not the end but the 
perpetuation of the present -- combined with the ancient belief that everything on earth is linked 
to everything else." 

This profound insight Ruskin took not from an earlier incarnation of Shirley MacClaine, 
but from Rousseau, the great infidel philosopher of the French Revolution. "I know no one 
whom I more entirely resemble than Rousseau." Ruskin once said. A terrible admission intended, 
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undoubtedly, as a self-serving compliment. But like Rousseau, who glorified "the noble savage," 
inveighed against property, civilization, Church and State, and urged a return to nature, Ruskin 
lived quite comfortably from the fruits of the system he condemned. 

Ruskin's Disciples 

Ruskin's disciples at Oxford included Arnold Toynbee, Andrew Lang, Alfred Milner, and 
Cecil Rhodes, all of whom would later attain fame and spread the Ruskin influence through their 
respective roles as historian, poet, statesman and empire builder. 

"Ruskin's message had a sensational impact," Professor Carroll Quigley records in 
Tragedy and Hope, his massive study of the Insider network. "His inaugural lecture was copied 
out in longhand by one undergraduate, Cecil Rhodes, who kept it with him for thirty years. 
Rhodes (1853-1902) feverishly exploited the diamond mines and goldfields of South Africa, rose 
to be prime minister of the Cape Colony (1890-1896), contributed money to political parties, 
controlled parliamentary seats both in England and in South Africa, and sought to win a strip of 
British territory across Africa from the Cape of Good Hope to Egypt and to join these two 
extremes together with a telegraph line and ultimately with a Cape-to-Cairo Railway." 

With financial support from Lord Rothschild and Alfred Beit, records Quigley, Rhodes 
"was able to monopolize the diamond mines of South Africa as DeBeers Consolidated Mines and 
to build up a great gold mining enterprise as Consolidated Gold Fields. In the middle 1890s 
Rhodes had a personal income of at least a million pounds sterling a year (then about five million 
dollars) which was spent so freely for his mysterious purposes that he was usually overdrawn on 
his account. These purposes centered on his desire to federate the English-speaking peoples and 
to bring all the habitable portions of the world under their control. For this purpose Rhodes left 
part of his great fortune to found the Rhodes Scholarships at Oxford in order to spread the 
English Ruling class tradition throughout the English-speaking world as Ruskin had wanted." 

Quigley explained that Ruskin's most devoted disciples, including Toynbee, Alfred 
Milner, Arthur Glazebrook and George Birchenough at Oxford, as well as Cambridge men 
Reginald Baliol Brett, Sir John B. Seely, Albert Grey, and Edmund Garrett, devoted their lives to 
carrying out the ideas of Ruskin. 

In February 1891, with Rhodes and journalist William Stead (whom Quigley describes 
as an "ardent social reformer and imperialist"), these men formed a secret society which Rhodes 
had been planning for years. Quigley explains: "In this secret society Rhodes was to lead; Stead, 
Brett (lord Esher), and Milner were to form an executive committee; Arthur (Lord) Balfour, (Sir) 
Harry Johnston, Lord Rothschild, Albert (Lord) Grey, and others were listed as potential 
members of a 'Circle of Initiates'; while there was to be an outer circle known as the 'Association 
of Helpers' (later organized by Milner as the Round Table organization) ..... Thus the central 
part of the secret society was established by March 1891." 

Quigley states that after Rhodes' death in 1902 this group gained access to Rhodes' 
fortune, as well as that of some of his wealthy supporters, and thus were able to "extend and 
execute the ideals that Rhodes had obtained from Ruskin and Stead." 

"In 1919," Quigley noted, "they founded the Royal Institute of International Affairs 
(Chatham House) for which the chief financial supporters were Sir Abe Bailey and the Astor 
family (owners of The Times). Similar Institutes of International Affairs were established in the 
chief British dominions and in the United States (where it is known as the Council on Foreign 
Relations) in the period 1919-1927." 

Enter Bill Clinton 
Dr. Quigley, a highly respected scholar who had taught at Georgetown, Princeton, and 
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Harvard, was for two years permitted access to the "papers and secret records" of the Rhodes 
network. Bill Clinton was one of his students at Georgetown. Candidate Clinton, a member of 
the Council on Foreign Relations, paid homage to his former professor, mentioning him by name 
in his acceptance speech at the Democratic National Convention last summer. 

In his posthumously-published book, The Anglo-American Establishment, Quigley 
states: "The scholarships were merely a facade to conceal the secret society, or, more accurately, 
they were to be one of the instruments by which members of the secret society could carry out 
[Rhodes'] purpose." 

In Tragedy and Hope, Professor Quigley relates that Rhodes' plan for the scholarships, 
in the words of fellow conspirator William Stead, "was that after thirty years there would be 
‘between two and three thousand men in the prime of life scattered all over the world, each one 
of whom, moreover, would have been specially -- mathematically -- selected towards the 
Founder's purposes...."" 

Bill Clinton, one of those "specially selected" men, now occupies the White House. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


ECONOMICS The Economy 
Then and Now 

Legend has it that candidate Bill Clinton hung the following sign in his office, which kept 
his campaign from veering off course: "It's the economy, stupid." Undoubtedly Clinton's focus 
on the nation's economic woes hit President Bush where he was vulnerable, although the 
Republican President's insincere and inept imitation of a "conservative" made Clinton's task of 
winning the election much easier. Now the former governor of Arkansas can fully experience the 
joys of office. One of Mr. Clinton's first policy moves in his "first hundred days" will be to 
unveil his economic package. His budget plans for fiscal 1994 will require him to move away 
from the rhetorical flourishes he so amply displayed at the Little Rock economic summit into the 
realm of hard choices. 

Besides the entertainment value of observing a slippery politician being confronted by the 
reality of governing, there is much here to concern an investor. How important is the deficit? 
Should President Clinton opt to stimulate first, get the economy moving, and then worry about 
the deficit? Will fiscal stimulus even work any more? Have taxes and regulation become a 
greater impediment to growth than interest rates? Should Mr. Clinton offer an austerity budget 
first, giving priority to spending cuts or should he increase spending and offset with higher 
taxes? Given the political realities of controlling entitlement spending, how successful can any 
President be, especially one who has espoused the virtues of strong, activist government? 

Anyone who watched the Little Rock summit was treated to the view that jobs are more 
important than the deficit, as if they were separate issues. This is probably part of the 
groundwork necessary to allow Clinton room to launch some new programs while still 
professing concern about the long-term deficit. 

A number of economists have noted that the ratio of federal debt to gross domestic 
product (GDP) -- which measures the output of the domestic economy -- is lower now than at the 
end of WWII. Nothing terrible happened in 1946, they will tell you. Economic growth 
proceeded; the U.S. fought the Cold War, built the interstate highway system, and launched the 
"New Frontier" and the "Great Society." The debt/GDP ratio fell until the late 1970s before 
climbing back up during the Reagan and Bush Administrations. The implication is that 
government debt is not the bogey man it is made out to be by "Neanderthal" conservatives. The 
debt is not a serious problem and can be dealt with later during a more prosperous time. 
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Purchasing Power Unleashed 

First of all, it is true that government debt as a percentage of GDP was over 100 percent 
at the end of WWII and that it is only about 60 percent today. But the world has turned over a 
few times since 1946, and the use of this one statistic -- without taking into account other factors 
-- can be quite misleading. 

At the end of the war, Americans were flush with savings. The experience of the Great 
Depression had made large amounts of corporate debt and personal debt unpopular. Rationing 
during the war years buttoned up immense purchasing power and consumer demand that, once 
unleashed, carried the economy for years. Such is not the case today. Although this last recession 
forced a modest reduction in corporate debt, it still leaves American corporations highly 
leveraged. There has been a tiny improvement in household debt, but it remains at a very high 
level, Savings rates remain near their lowest levels in history. The key point to remember is that 
although the ratio of federal debt to GDP is lower now than it was in 1946, the ratio of total debt 
is much higher now than in 1946. In tact, the total debt/GDP ratio is back to levels last seen just 
before the Great Depression. 

The relationship between government borrowing and private borrowing needs, resulting 
in the so called "crowding out" effect, is most important. Historically, imbalances in the private 
sector have created depressions. There was virtually no government debt at all in 1928, just prior 
to the crash. In fact, the nation had experienced both budget and trade surpluses for ten straight 
years prior to the stock market crash of 1929. Today, we have gross imbalances in both the 
public and private sectors. 

As the government hogs more and more of the available capital, the real rate of interest is 
driven up, eventually undermining the existing debt commitments in the private sector. When 
interest rates rise, the market value of older debt commitments (such as bonds or mortgages) fall 
because they must compete with the new, higher yielding alternatives. This induces a scramble to 
pay off the private debt, and often causes forced liquidation. This process, in turn, causes the 
deflationary bust in assets seen during a depression. People start selling tangibles (commodities, 
property, etc.) to raise funds to pay down or pay off debt. The process creates loan losses in the 
banking system, undermines the value of real estate, and depresses commodity prices. In 1946, 
we were at the beginning of the cycle of private sector debt buildup; today we are likely near the 
middle of the debt liquidation part of the cycle. 

Devalued Currency 

At the end of the war, the U.S. dollar was the key Western currency; it was redeemable 
on the demand of foreigners in gold and remained so until Nixon closed the gold window in 
August 1971. The U.S. was a creditor nation then, having ample capital for its own needs and an 
excess to lend to a rebuilding Europe and Japan. Today the U.S. is a net debtor to the world with 
a current account deficit of over $925 billion. The U.S. dollar now comprises only about half of 
international monetary reserves, a sharp reduction from its previous dominant position. 

At the end of WWIL. the U.S. was the unchallenged industrial power. Most of our 
competitors lay in ruins. Today, U.S. manufacturing jobs must compete with highly 
industrialized countries like Japan and Germany, plus a host of rapidly industrializing low-cost 
labor countries like Mexico and China. U.S. productivity and corporate profitability have been 
sliding for years. We are being choked by high taxes and regulation. To compete and maintain 
real wage levels, you need productivity increases. This requires investments in technology and 
people and the flexibility to adjust labor and capital without expensive delays and court battles 
with regulators. 
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Regulatory costs aside, current federal government borrowing needs absorb almost 100 
percent of net private savings. Without new accumulations of financial capital, the nation cannot 
accumulate fixed capital. Without accumulating fixed capital, it can't increase productivity. 
Without an increase in productivity, it can't create and maintain high paying manufacturing jobs 
in a competitive global economy. 

Collapsing Entitlements 

As we have noted in the past, 70 percent of the current budget is interest on the debt and 
entitlement programs. Because most U.S. entitlements represent unfunded liabilities, current tax 
collections pay for current benefits, not building for future benefits (they are unfunded). This is 
drastically different than a truly funded program, like a private pension or IRA where current 
contributions are not spent, but left to compound to satisfy future claims. Programs such as 
Social Security have worked only because payroll taxes have been raised from two percent to 
almost 16 percent and because the younger pool of workers was growing much faster than the 
aged population. Like a chain letter or Ponzi scheme, high returns can be paid to the earliest 
participants just as long as an increasing number of new "participants" can be found. If the 
number of new "participants" falls off, the pyramid collapses. The end result is lower (or no) 
benefits for those who have paid the most into the system. 

The baby boom is usually measured from the end of WWII to the mid-1960s. This boom 
was followed by a sharp decrease in the number of new workers (birth rates fell sharply after 
1965) and a sharp increase in the number soon to be elderly (when baby-boomers hit retirement 
age). President Lyndon Johnson's "Great Society" hastened and compounded the problem with a 
massive new increase in the number of people receiving benefits and an increase in the amount 
of those benefits. 

Social Security required major "reforms" in 1977 and 1983 to keep it solvent because of 
these inherent problems, even before the baby-boomers presented a threat to the system. 
Medicare losses may well break the system even before the boomers do. This was not so much a 
demographic effect as a political effect, i.e. buying votes by adding on new people and programs 
to a poorly funded system. 

In 1946, the number of workers per Social Security beneficiary was about 40 to 1. By the 
middle of the 1990s, it will fall below 4:1. By early in the next century, it will fall below 3:1. In 
1946, the baby boom was just beginning and it provided cover for the bogus funding of the New 
Deal. Now the aging baby boom is to be followed by a baby bust. By the end of this decade, 
boomers will start to qualify for their "entitlements." This will put great pressure on social 
spending at a time when deficit control is absolutely crucial for the nation to have the capital to 
compete for jobs in the 21st century. It will also put great pressure on taxes for young workers at 
a time when personal savings should be rising to finance the new capital expenditures. 

There are many other differences between now and 1946, and we can touch on them only 
briefly. It is worth noting that there are important cultural and religious underpinnings for 
prosperity that relate to attitudes about contracts, property rights, work, savings, family 
responsibilities, responsibility for personal behavior, and pride, that have been seriously eroded. 
Younger generations of Americans have all too often been taught to disclaim personal 
responsibility for their actions and to blame society or dysfunctional families for every social ill. 
Sobriety, honesty, dependability, hard work, a willingness to defer pleasure, and personal 
responsibility, no longer count for much. 

The public school system is in a shambles that never would have been tolerated in 1946. 
It teaches neither fundamentals nor technical skills. Private industry will spend about $40 Billion 
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re-educating workers this year. Environmentalism today takes about one third of the regulatory 
expense of government and constitutes a major impediment to business. Add high taxes, OSHA, 
various employment quotas, worker's compensation abuses, and intense foreign competition, and 
you begin to get a sense of the difficulty in doing business today. 

Leave it to the Children 

The deficit has allowed debtors to defraud creditors because the deficit promoted 
inflation and the destruction in the purchasing power of the dollar. Inflation breeds credit booms 
since everyone prefers to borrow and pay the lender back with cheaper dollars. This type of 
speculation is always followed by a contraction phase to correct the malinvestment made during 
the boom. 

The deficit has allowed the old and powerful to exploit the young and vulnerable. Not 
only are they leaving the younger generations a debt burden unlike any in modern history, they 
are also leaving the young a diminished capital stock and a non-functional educational system. 
Not only is the older generation leaving behind mountainous funded and unfunded liabilities 
totaling nearly $20 trillion, it has impaired the young's capacity to pay it off. 

This then is the legacy of deficit spending year in and year out. One thing is sure: 
Increases in taxes won't help. Tax increases act like an appetizer, increasing the desire to be fed. 
In practical political terms, taxes have never narrowed the deficit. The government has proven it 
can spend about $1.59 for each new dollar raised in taxes. A dollar taken in taxes is a dollar 
pulled out of the private sector, out of spending, or out of investment. Higher taxes produce a 
lower standard of living without correcting the basic problem. 

President Clinton, if he is to be successful, must face those constituencies driving 
spending and regulation. He cannot put off for long confronting the damage that chronic deficits 
inflict on the economy and character of the American people. Moreover, he must attack the 
philosophical underpinnings -- the socialist ethic -- which is the source of the deficit crisis. 

Optimists say he will be able to do what previous "conservative" Presidents have been 
unable to do. They say that his cabinet appointments are balanced. The markets have surged after 
the election. It's a nice thought. Sadly, there is little in Mr. Clinton's background to indicate that 
he has the philosophical disposition or political toughness to do the job. 

-- NELAND D. NOBEL 


PUBLISHER'S PAGE Chipping Away at 
Sovereignty 


John F. McManus 


Warnings over many years about the growing power of the United Nations have 
customarily been met with a patronizing shrug. "There's nothing to worry about and plenty of 
good coming out of the world organization," is the cry. Step by step, however, the UN is 
chipping away at sovereignty. 

When the Senate met on April 2nd, as few as five senators formally ratified the UN 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. They arranged for an unrecorded vote. No senator will 
detail who was there. (The five who were there, according to the Congressional Record, are 
Mitchell of Maine, Pelf of Rhode Island, Moynihan of New York, Gore of Tennessee, and 
Stevens of Alaska.) Yet the ratification of this treaty could have far-reaching consequences for 
the United States. 

Article I, Section 5 of the U.S. Constitution prescribes some rules for each house of 
Congress. It states that "a majority of each shall constitute a quorum to do business." Because 
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there are now foe U.S. senators, there must be 51 in attendance in order to conduct any business. 

It seems clear that there were not 51 present on April 2nd when this UN document was ratified. 

If there were, their names and the reason for the unrecorded vote have been kept secret. 
Subversive Document 

The U.S. Bill of Rights states that "Congress shall make no law" regarding religion, 
speech, press, etc. On the other hand, the UN Covenant lists the same rights but reserves the 
power to limit each "in accordance with such procedures as are established by law." The 
difference could hardly be more fundamental. What right is secure if a government can pass a 
law to negate it? 

The American way includes the certainty that rights are given to man by a "Creator," not 
by any government. The UN way would have us believe that government is the omnipotent 
dispenser of rights, each of which it can limit or do away with at whim. The American way also 
holds that governments are created by man and can and should be limited by him. The UN way 
operates on the belief that government is primary and its powers supersede man's rights. 

The American way leads to justice; the UN way leads to tyranny. For example, three 
weeks after a handful of U.S. senators ratified this UN Covenant, the bloody-handed Cambodian 
Khmer Rouge also ratified it. UN Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali journeyed all the 
way to the Cambodian capital to witness the signing by representatives of each of four 
competing Cambodian factions. The Khmer Rouge representative, whose group is responsible 
for the murder of millions, eagerly inked the pact. What do they care? These documents aren't 
designed to control tyranny; they're fashioned to create it. 

Lesson From Australia 

In 1985, the people of the Australian state of Tasmania found their desires to build a 
hydroelectric power dam blocked by forces appealing to a UN document. Among more than 300 
covenants, conventions, and treaties entered into by the Australian national government, one tied 
the nation to a convention on world heritage sites. Because part of the site chosen for the needed 
power dam included territory designated a "world heritage site" by the UN, the dam could not be 
built. 

Australia has ceded practically all of its decision-making processes to the world body. If 
what it wants coincides with what the UN wants, no problem. But if Australia wants something 
that conflicts with the world body's many control mechanisms, then Australians must submit to 
the "higher authority." 

That was 1985. Now, let's look at what occurred just a few months ago in this 
once-sovereign nation. A monthly publication entitled Just Out, distributed within the 
homosexual community in Portland, Oregon, carried a small item dealing with the use in 
Australia of the UN Covenant on Civil and Political Rights to circumvent a local law. 

Again, the scene was Tasmania, the island state off Australia's southeast coast. A 
provision contained in Tasmania's laws banned male-male sex. The Tasmanian Gay and Lesbian 
Rights Group filed a complaint with the UN against the state government claiming that this ban 
on gay sex violates provisions of the UN Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. The rights 
specifically mentioned are those in Articles 22, 24, and 26 of the Covenant guaranteeing privacy, 
equal treatment under the law, and freedom from discrimination based on sexual orientation. 

The Australian national government had signed the UN Covenant on Civil and Political 
Rights, thereby applying the UN's ways to all parts of Australia. In short, Tasmanian law no 
longer applies. Nor does Australian law should it conflict with any of the hundreds of UN 
conventions and covenants Australia has signed on to. 
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What's in Store for America 

The UN first published its International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights in 1966. 
Its existence wasn't even acknowledged by the United States until 1979 when President Jimmy 
Carter asked the Senate to ratify it. But the Senate wasn't interested. In 1991, however, President 
Bush resubmitted the document and the Senate elevated it to ratification last August. 

Along with the newly approved covenant, the UN has an International Covenant on 
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, a Covenant on the Rights of the Child, and a host of 
others that the U.S. has not formally approved. Each is like a Lilliputian thread unable by itself to 
tie down the great Gulliver known as the United States. But when many of these threads are 
wrapped around our sleeping nation, the day will come when an aroused citizenry will not be 
powerful enough to break itself free. 

If offered for ratification, each new convention or covenant should be rejected. But, in 
addition, the approval already given to any UN document, including the UN Charter itself, 
should be withdrawn. The alternative is eventual loss of national sovereignty to the 
ever-widening power of the subversive United Nations. 
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